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Dissertation Abstract 
It was the purpose of this reGearch project to develop a method vh:i.ch 
could be used by college and university personnel to obtain students' pe-reeptions 
of and convictions concerning advising programs on their campuses. Inc.luded in 
the procedure wm1 a demonstration of how it can be determined vhe·r:e the greatest 
needs are and whether or not there are any signifieant differences in the 
percept:!.ons of, or expressed needs for, counseling and advising by different 
categortes of students vlithin the school. For thi.s demonstration, seven 
different categoric~s of students to be tested were chm~en from the student: 
population and hypotheses about these groups ~vere constructed, 
A:J.1 important bas:tc assumpt:lon for this study is that most small colleges 
and universities have eounseling and advising programs that a.:re enough alike to 
readily adapt the method used in th:l.s study for their use. Because it was 
developed for and tested on a campus of less than 5~000 students, it :i.s not 
claimed that th~:! procedure is useable on camp"uses of larger Cln·ollment. 
First, a questionnaire lvas constructed and adrainj_stered and tented, and 
the results were analyzed and reporte.d to the University; after a lapse of two 
years the qucst:Lonnaire l•Jan revised and n~-test:ed, The ma:!.n body of this study 
is an interprc~tat:i.on. and a comparat:lve analysis of the results of the two 
questionnair.C:~s. The analysis consists primarily of a comparison of tht~ various 
groups of students over the two year period. The chi square test of statistical 
significance wao used to determine differences and likenesses. 
The find:f.ngs of the study are briefly as follmvs: H":tth respect to the 
two-fold purpose of this project as stated above, claims can be made that the 
project has been successful.. Administrators should be able to determine by 
using the data ~..rhe:r:e the strengths and \•teaknesses of their programs are. Hith 
respect to the hypotheses~ despite evidence in the literature to lead the 
researcher to expeet soraeth:i.ng else, not one hypothesis was ~vholly supported 
by, the data, llr:l.t~fly stated, the Hndings of the hypotheseG are as follow!::~: 
(1.) Hen do not indi.cate less need for counsel:f.ng and advising than do women, 
(2) Professional school students do not :J.ndicate any less need for counseling 
and advising th,1n do liberal <n'ts school students, ( 3) Upp<n:· class men do not 
indicate any leer; need for counseling and advising than do lower clasmnen, 
(4) Upper G.P.A. students do not indicate any less need for counseling and 
advising than do lower G .P .A. students, (5) Students H.v1.ng on campus do not 
indicate any less need for counseling and advising than do students living off 
campus, (6) Students who come from academically-·odented families do not indicate 
less need for counseling and advising than do students from non-academically 
oriented famil:i.es, and (7) Students tv-ho have had what they considered to be 
.helpful high school counscl:tng do not indicate more need for counseling and 
advising than do students -vrho have not had good counseling. 
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PHEFACE 
This project was originally proposed and initiated by 
Earl W. Wright, lvho died in an airplane accident Harch 11, 19 70. To 
him goes the credit for designing the questionnaire, administering it, 
and obtaining the raw data from the computer. At the time of his death 
he was about to begin the writing of Chapter 1. 
Because of the immediate importance of the research to the 
University of the Pacific, offic.ials of the University approachcc!d me 
during the summer of 1970, at the beginning of my doctoral program~ 
suggesting that I eonsider the possibility of finishing the work. As 
an attract:lve inducement it l.;ras suggested that perhaps I might wish to 
study the possibility of expanding the work into a joint dissertation. 
After a preliminary study of the original dissertation proposal and the 
raw data and after a brief consultation \-lith each of the members of 
Mr. Wright's committee, it l-las agreed that a joint undertaking of th:T.s 
kind \'lOttld not only be mutually beneficial to the University and to me 
but would also contribute to the general body of knm.;rledge as well. 
It was first proposed that Mr. Wright's quest:i.onnaire be 
revised and tested on at least one other college campus of approximately 
the same size for not only the obvJ.ous advantage of using the 
instrument on another campus but also the additional advantage of 
obtaining more data against which to test the research hypotheses. 
After c:onsi.derable search, however, i. t was not possible to find another 
college lvh:l.c.h '\'as ,.;ril.ling to participate in the study. This turn o£ 
v 
events seemed at first unfortunate, but the ultimate solution to the 
problem gave results ~vhich are thought to be equally as valuable. 
The study now consists of a horizontal as ~vell as a vertical 
study of the university counseling and advising program over a two year 
span. The study provided an opportunity to look at the same student 
group agai.n after a lapse of t~vo years to see what, :i.f anything, had 
happened. Such a study also provided a second chance to obtain data 
in those areas in which the first questionnaire ~vas found to be 
defid.ent. 
The first: step in the joint endeavor was to write and present 
to the University a preliminary report of Hr. Hright's f:l.ndings. For 
a copy of this report, see Appendix F. Although Nr. Hright and I did 
not actually eollaborate in the research, the dissertation is l-7ritten 
as if v:e did because of the obviously unique circumstances surrounding 
the, project. 
Howard 0. Hardcastle 
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C'hapter 1 
INTRODUCTION: PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM 
INTRODUCTION 
A recurring observation among cr:I.t:i.cs of the guidance movement 
i.s t:hat the field of counsel1.ng is disordered and that it operates more 
by hunches, faith, and hope than by sol:f.d research -·based evidence •1 A 
search of literature \-Till reveal a dearth of research of counsel:i.ng and 
adv:lB:tng programs, particularly as :lt relates to evaluations as done by 
the students. 
A great need of college and un:I.versity personnel is an effecti.ve 
method wh:f.c~h can be used to convey the conviC'.tions of students 
concE:.~r.nin.g t:he counsel:i.ng and advis:I.ng programs on their campuse.s. Such 
a method would give valuable statistical information that could be used 
in prov:l..ding effectively for the counseling and advi.si.ng needs of the 
campus. 
TilE PROBLEH 
Statement of the Problem 
--··---·--.. --... - .... M _____ _ 
The nature of the problem :l.s twofold: 
1. To dcve.lop 9 ·with the help of students and student personnel 
\•Wrkers, a method which can be used to convey to college 
_____ ._ __ .. __ 
l,John H. Rothney and Gail F. Farwell, "The Evaluat:ton of 
Gu:i.dan.ce and Personnel Services," Revie\v of Educati.on.al Resea~ch t 
XXX (Apr:U., 1960), 168-175. 
1 
administrators, deans, counselors, and advisors anonymous 
convlctions of studf:>rttB concerning the counseling and 
advising programs on their campuses. 
2 
2. To determine, by using this method, where the greatest needs 
are and whether or not there are any significant differences 
in the perceptions of, or expressed needs for, counseling 
and/or advising by different groups such as: 
a. Hale and female students, 
b. Students in liberal arts colle.ges and those in 
professional schools, 
c. Students with uppe-r: division standing and those with 
lov1er division standing, 
d. Students ~vith a 2.6 grade point average or above and 
those belmv 2. 6, 
e. Students liv:i.ng off campus in private dwell:I.ngs and 
those living on campus :tn university houslng, 
f. Students w-ho come from academically-or:tented family 
background~~ and those ~vho do not, 
g. Student.s who ha.ve had what they conside:cecl to be 
helpful college, vocational, or personal <.~ounseling 
in high Gchool and those who have not. 
This study is important for the follm1ing reasons: 
1. College administrators, deans, coun$elors, and advisors need 
a method to effectively evaluate the counseling and advisin.g 
program of the school as seen from the student's point of 
vie\·1. 
2. Students need a means through wh:tch they can anonymously 
express to the administrators, deans, counselors, and 
advisors their reactions and sugsestions regarding the 
counseling and advj.sing program being conducted on the 
campus. 
3. Information of this type should assj_st the administrators 
to provide counseling and advis:I.ng services that will meet 
the expressed needs of the various groups of students 
(professional school students as compared t-lith liberal arts 
students, for example). 
4. Administrators, deans, counselors, and advisors should be 
able to '"ork more intelligently if the.y knew hmv well their 
staff was meeting the counseling and advising needs of the 
students in the areas of (1) academic~·educational problems, 
(2) occupational·-vocational problems, and (3) personal-
social problems. 
5. Changes in the counseling and advising program could be 
made in the H.ght of statistical evidence rather than 
because of an individual's "hunch" or because of a vocal 
m:i.nori.ty' s pressure. 
6. An effective counseling and advising program should cut 
down the attr:i.tion rate~ particularly of freshmen and new· 
students. 
HYPOTHESES 
The hypotheses \-7hich this study will seek to support are not~ 
as :H \vill be. come. clc:nr, part of the main purpose of this project. 
Host of the hypottH'!SeB were formulated as the result of the literature 
r.ev:f.•.:!W, It was felt that a replication of these findings could be 
easily acc.omplish(~d on the campus to he studied and that perhaps the 
renults could add l:o the. general body of knowledge. 
The hypotheses are as follmvs: 
1. Hen \dll 1ndicate less need for counseling and adv:lsing 
than vlill women. 
2. Students in a pr.·ofessional school, such as pharmacy or 
cngincE\ring, ·ilrtll indicate less need for counseling and 
advis:tng than '<l:ill those in liberal arts colleges, 
3. Upper division students vd.ll indicate less need for 
counseling and advising than will lower division students. 
4. Students with a 2.6 G.P.A. or better will indicate less 
need for counseling and advising than will those below 2.6. 
5. Students living on campus lvlll ind:Lcate less need for 
coun.sel:l.ng and advfslng than will those J.i.ving off campus. 
6. Students who come from academically-oriented famflies will 
fndicate less need for eounBeling and advising than wlll 
students \·lho do not. 
3 
7'. Stud('!nts 't.;rho had had what they considered to be. helpful 
college, vocational, or personal counseling in high school 
will indicate more need for counseling and advising than 
wi.ll studentn who haV(! not. 
ASSUNPTIONS AND I.IHITATIONS 
The assumptions upon which this study was based are as follows: 
1. The quest:tons in the questionnaires were inte1·preted th~~ 
same v1ay by the various groups of students both on and off 
campus. 
2. The information gathered in 1969 is sufficiently valid that 
it can be compared ~v-ith that gathered ln 1971. 
3. The students who retunH~d the questionnaires represented a 
fair cross--section of the students of the University. 
4. The. selected data gathering techniques and statistical 
treatment are capable of shm..riug s:i.gn:i.fican.t diffc17ences 
be.twe.en the student c.ater;oriE:'S studied, 
5. Host colleges and universities have counseling and advising 
programs that are similar enough :i.n nature to be able to 
l:f~adj_ly adapt the instrument used in this study for their 
Limitations 
The H.nd.tations of the. study are as follmV's: 
1. The study is limited to the full-time undergraduate students 
attending schools on t.he Stockton, California, campus of the 
Un:f.vers:l.ty of the Pacif:l.c during the school years 1968-·69 
and 1.970-·71. 
2. The results of the hypotheses are generalizable only to 
univer.sitles and colleges of similar size and composition. 
3. The use of the instrument is limited primarily to colleges 
and universities \V'ith an enrollment of 5, 000 or. less. 
4. Because of the nature of the university in ·which the study 
is undertaken, the sample is not necessarily typical of 
students foun.d in other colleges a.nd universities. 
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS 
Terms which are used in this study are defined as follows: 
l.. f..~!lSelir~ and advisi.ng_.J~.:.£8E.?El: 11wse services performed 
by people employed to assist students with their handling 
of educational, occupational-:-vocat:l.onal, or personal-social 
problems. 
2. f!?unsel~~~£ Cen_!:_~: The off:i.ce on campus to which students 
m:i.ght go, or be referred, for counsel or advj.ce regarding 
their problems. 
3. l?lacement Office: The office on campus responsible for 
Iw.ij:a:·;g-s-t"U-Cfen-ts find employment 7 either during the summer, 
or following graduation. It is also responsible for 
arranging interviews betvteen students and representatives 
of employ:l.ng organizations. 
5 
1+. ~demical~!Y::~!l.m1te~_}.::t..II!?.:.JJ:.:, A family in which the mothe1: 
or the fathe·r is a college graduate and in whieh the father 
is employed in a professional, technical, or managerial 
occupation. 
5. ~~~1~1~~~~:_.9~t.~~ ... : A grade potnt average of 2.6 o:r l1igl1er. 
6. _!;.m·~!_Q~P·~-= A grade point average below 2.6. 
SUM.HARY 
The fi1~st chapter of tM.s report has presented an introduction 
to the dissertation. It has stated the problem to be studi.ed, specified 
the significance of the study, delineated the hypotheses which the study 
w:I.ll seek to support, outlined the assumptions and limitations upon 
l•lhic.h the research is based, and defined certaj.n terms used in the 
report, A reviel-7 of the literature related to th:f.s study will follow. 
Chapter 2 
REVIEH OF THE LITERATURE 
ORGANIZATION OF THE CHAPTER 
This chapter t'>li.ll revieH· repreBentative literature in t~-10 
general areas: 
1. Student evaluations of counseling and advising programs. 
2. A review of the literature ~vhich would be particularly 
applicable to certain questionnaire items. 
EVALUATION OF COLLEGE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAMS 
A nc.view of the literature of counsel:I.ng and advising programs 
reveals that the field has t:radationally operated more r:pon assumptions 
than upon empirical evidence. In 1948, Rothney and Roens said~ 
One of the major contentions of the authors [is that] 
counseling is a disordered field and that its current statup 
depends upon faith rather than demonstrated accomplishment..l. 
Then in 1960, 12 years later, in revie\ving the research concerning 
evaluation of guidance and personnel services, Rothney and Farwell 
stated, 
As the gu1.dance moverrrent enters into its second half century, 
there is a general recognition of a need for evaluation of its 
serv1.ces, but little evidence that the need is being met. Guidance 
services are still offered largely on the basis of hope and fai.th.2 
1John W. Rothney and Bert Roens, Counselin_g__the ~nd:l.vidual_ 
~Eu~~! (New York: William Sloan Assoc±ates, Inc., 1949), p. vi. 
2
.rohn W. Rothney and Gail F. Farwell, "The Evaluation of 
Guidance and Personnel Serv1.ces, 11 Review of Educational Research, 
XXX (April, 1960), 168-175. --- -- . .. 
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They further state that only three books evaluating gu:J.dance services 
have been published since such services began. 
Then again in 196ft, Hetzler, after revie~v-ing the literature 
evaluating counseling and guidance programs said, "Research to determine 
the effectiveness of guidance programs and counse.ling have made only 
minimal contributions and have proven to be of little value to ex:lsting 
programs. 113 
There are numerous short 1u~ticles in journals di.scussing the 
various aspects of evaluation, but most of these have to do with 
evaluation from an administrative point of view. These include such 
things as: types of services available, counselor-student rat::J.o, 
theories of counseling used by counselors, and types of problems 
presented by counselees. 
An evaluation by the students of a counseling and advising 
program in a four-·year college was not available for this study. A 
number of student evaluations of junior colleges are available. Notable 
among these is an evaluation of 23 student personnel services in the 
junior coller;e of New York, 1+ and an evaluation. of their counselors of 
the freshman students in Brooklyn College, New York. 5 
A classification of the 589 doctoral dissertations listed in 
the Library of Congress sources having to do with Student Personnel 
---·------
3John H. Hetzler, "Evaluating Counseling and Guidance Programs, 
A Revi.ew· of the Literature, 1946-1962," Vocational Guidan<:_~t.!arterly_, 
XII (Summer, 19M), 285-289. ----
1•Dalva E. Hedlund, "An Evaluation of Counseling and Related 
Services ln New York State Two-Year Colleges," (Cornell University, 
June, 1968), 1-100. 
5Norman Kiell, "Freshman Evaluation of Faculty M.embers," 
Persopnel a_nd G_?...!.~ance .Jour~"~.!.~ XXXVI (Februm7y, 195 7) , 361-361+. 
Services, \'ll~itten bct\·lC<m 1912 and 1960, ~-ms done by Gladstein. Of the 
589 doctoral dissertations written during this 48 year period, only 21* 
could be placed in the category of evaluation. His recommendation was 
that more w·ork should be done in this and other categories :f.n which 
relatively little research was being done. 6 
8 
In reviewing the evaluation and :research section in ten recently 
published guidance textbooks, Halter Lee finds a high agreement among 
the authors for. the importance of and a need for evaluations. He found 
a common agreement among the authors regardj_ng the extreme difficulty 
that one eneounters in trying to evaluate guidance programs. He 
maintains, however, that if the counselor is to remain a unique and 
necessary profess:I.onal mcmbe:e of the school staff, then "the techn:l.ques 
and applieations of program evaluation must become clear, sharp, and 
"? 
precise."' 
Even though counselj_ng programs have continued to multiply over 
the past 50 years, there is little evidence that these programs exist 
on much more than faith and reason, certainly not by empirical evidence. 
Gilbert C. VJrenn has said, "The counselor's role is one expression of 
our society's deep concern for the welfare of c!hildren and youth. So 
deep is this concern that families sacrifice themselves for their 
children 1.n many -vmys, "8 Perhaps this is one explanation why counseling 
6Gerald A. Gladstein, "D«;:>ctoral Research in Colle.ge Student 
Personnel Hork, 11 Jou_!'.E.,~l of Colle:.Be Student Person!,tel, IX (January 9 
1968), 24-31. 
7Halter S. Lee, "The Evaluation of School Guidance Programs," 
The Scl~.EJ:..-~.2E:?_elo.E_, CXVII (November, 1969), 84-85. 
Be. Gilbert Hrenn, The Co~~elor l'l._?-_Changj.n1;.J}or.~d (Washington, 
D.C.: Am.erlc<:m Personnel and Guidanc.e Association, 1962), p. 163. 
programs have expanded in spH.e of the lack of concrete evidence as to 
their value. 
REVIEH OF LITERATURE RELATIVE TO ITEMS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
In compar:l.ng a group of 100 counseled students "1ith a group of 
100 not-counseled students from the freshman and sophomore classes~ the 
Georg:ta InstUutE.~ of Technology discovered that those ~vho sought 
counseling tended (1) to be less successful 1.n t:he1.r academ:tc work, (2) 
to be less certain as to their choice of major, (3) to be less 
:i.nteres t:ed :l.n. occupatlons related to the curriculum area :tn "1hi.ch they 
were enrolled 1 and (4) to be less :i.nvobred in extracurricular 
act:iv:i.ties. 9 
With 1-espect to the number of students ·w-ho use college 
counseling aerv:i.ces at major universities, the percentage varies in the 
literature reviewed from a low of 7 percent at the Hashin.gton State 
University, 10 to 14 percent at the university of Minnesota. 11 Data 
collected from 36 major universities showed that an average of 
12 percent of the students regularly use the services of the student 
personnel office. Communication of available services vras found to be 
lacking in many '~ases. with most of the advertising by Hard of mouth 
9 
9Mark E. Meadm.Js, "A Comparat:lve Study of Selected Character-
istics of Counseled and Non-Counseled College Students," Student Hous~ 
B-esearch, (ACUHO Research and Information Committee, April, 1969), 1. 
lOH. R. Minge and W. A. Cass, "Student Perceptions of a 
University Counseling Center," The l:£~.!!.~a1 oJ. Col~e Student Pers_o...EE-eJ.:., 
VII (May, 1966), 141-141~. 
llR. F. Berdie and J. Stein, "A Comparison of New University 
Students Who Do and Do Not Seek Counseling~" Journ_al of --~ounsel_:!..!lf2. 
f~eh.E};.<?J1l.~ XIII (Fall, 1966), 310-317. 
10 
and most students self-·referred.12 Fourteen percent of the students 
at Washington State University had never heard of the student counseling 
13' 
center.-
A survey taken by King and Ross on the Michigan State Univ(~rsity 
campus shovmd that females were more likely to bring their educational 
problems to the counseling center th;m males and that freshman and 
sophomore students were more likely to vj_s:lt the education center than 
~vere juniors and seniors. It vmB also found that students brought 
either educational-vocational problems or social-personal prohlems 9 but 
not both types.l4 A study on the same university campus done by Keeney 
showed that women students were more hesitant than were the men to seek 
help for p1:oblems related to sex or anger. The men students preferred 
EHlme-se.x counselors more than dld the women •15 
i.t the Un:tversfty of Oregon a survey of more than 10,000 
students vla.s made to determine educational and vocational plans and the 
role of campus agencies in their plannlng. The survey revealed that 
30 percent of the students had not yet made a dec.is:l.on on major field 
or occupation or both. An additional 10 percent considered their 
decisions not v1holly satisfactory. Of these 4,000 students, only 183 
12navid D. Clark, "Characterist:l.cs of Counsel:i.ng Centers :J.n 
Large Universities," The Personnel and Guidance Journal, XL (April, 
1966)' 817-823. -· -··-----
13z,Unge and Car:s, loc. cit. 
Ill Paul J. King and W. Matteson Ross, "Student Perception of 
Coun.st~ling Center Services," Personnel and Gui4ance J~, XXXVII 
(January, 1959), 358·-36/f. 
15Marisa G. Keeney, "College Student Counselor Preferences for 
Help ,.,i.th Problems of Sex and Anger," ~~ia~ion, (Apr:U, 1968), 
89-90. 
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had come for counseling during the preced:lng ac.ademic year. Inv::t.tations 
to come for an intervim..r sent l>y campus agencies to the 2,800 of the 
undecided students resulted in 283 coming for interviews. Of the group 
not invited for intervim-.rs only one carne. 'l'hus, while invitations 
resulted in a greater proportion of students seeking help than did so 
without inv:i.tat:i.ons, the number ,.,rho responded to the invitations was 
s t:lll quite small.l6 
A study was conducted at the University of Hisconsin to 
determine the availability of the faculty for student confenmces and 
the use by students of the time made available by the faculty. About 
half of the faculty eontacted were considered to be accessible» that is, 
they had locatable and identifiable offices 'vith hours for. student 
confe·rences post.ed and they \V"ere present in· their offices during 
conference hours. To determine hmv many contacts students w·ould mak.e :i.f 
faculty availability were publicized, two groups of 230 Gtudents each 
were chosen and to one group three letters were sent giving the details 
of counseling available and urging the students to contact their 
professors. No contact ~-ms made with members of the other group. At 
the end of fiftc~en ,.,eeks t only 11 percent of invited students had 
contacted their professors, and most of these d5.d so primarily because 
it seemed a good thing to do, rather than because of personal or 
academic problems. The results of this study showed that most students 
do not try to connnunicate with the faculty, preferri.ng to get help from 
·---·----·--
16.r. s. Carlson and P, Mahta, "Student Career Planning at the 
University of Oregon" (paper read at America.n Personnel and Guidance 
Association Convention, Harch, 1967~ Dallas, Texas). 
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other students, und the suggestion :J.s made that perhaps faculty-student 
conferences may not be \vorth promoting since they are met by resistance 
from both parties and appear to be of little benefit to students ,17 An 
interesting sequence to this study would have been one to determine the 
reasons ~-;hy the~ student:r.; did not care to contact their professors. 
The Colorado State University faculty advising system entails a 
random assigni.ng of students to faculty advisors at the beginning of the 
freshman year. A study of the effectiveness of this system revealed 
that the students, after their sophomore year, '"ere more apt to bring 
academic problems to an instructor they had met than to their 8.dvj_sor. 
Only 10 percent of the juniors indica ted that they would bring a 
personal problem to their e.dvisor. In a second survey, 122 upper 
division students in a dormitory lvere. pe.rsonally interviewed. Nea·rly 
all of the students had a relationship with a faculty member other 
than their advisor. which met their advisory needs. Thus, the formal 
system of advisors was unnecessary for these upper divi.sion students. 
T1:ai.ned clerks might have just as effectively been used to expedite 
registration for students beyond the sophomore year.18 
To determine the college official most likely to be consulted 
in various problem situations, 471 \vomen of 10 colleges and universities 
in Ne\v England and North Central States were surveyed. Sen:f.ors with 
academic problems turned to familiar professors rather than someone in 
the counseling office, whereas freshmen sho\ved the opposite tendency. 
-------~---
17Josiah S. Dilley, "Student-Faculty Nonconnnunication," The 
Journal_ of fE.ll":z.e Student PerB.9..!mel, VIII (September~ 1967), 28'2=-2.85. 
18L. J. Donk and E. R. Oetting, "Student·~Faculty Relations and 
the Faculty Adv:i.sing System," Th~_}ourna~..Ef- Colleg~ Student Pe..E!!9nnel, 
IX (November~ 1968), t.,.oo-t.o3. 
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Freshmen relied more heavily on the chapla:i.n than did the seniors. 
Seniors ~vere more likely to go to their families with problems of 
finance, marriage and career choice than \..rere the freshmen. Seniors \..rere 
also found to turn to their peers more often than freshmen, especially 
in areas of sexual involvement or social adjustment. In general the 
study shm·red that the more advanced academically a student is, the less 
he tends to rely upon the college counseling services .J.9 
An attempt was made to find studies that \vould indicate the 
need for counseling services of students from the various economic 
levels as \vell as from various family backgrounds. At the University of 
Hinnesota Herdic and Ste:l.n compared a group of freshmen students \vho had 
come for counseling \..rith a group who did not. They found that the 
students did not differ with respect to parental occupation or education, 
type of residence \-Jhile nt tending college, marital status, source of 
income, scholarship help, desire for educational counseling, or 
vocational interest.20 
Although the foregoing study does not show a difference :l.n 
eounseling needs for students from various socio-economic and family 
ba.c.kground, ye.t a number of other studies indicate that needs do 
exist. Trent found that persistence in college was highly related to 
family climate and attitudes toward education. Those v1ho persisted 
described their parents as loving, energetic, and ambitious. They had 
19Hary -Kinnane, "From Hhom Hould College Women Seek Assistance?" 
The. Jo1,1rnal of Col]~~c.:..l?.!:.uclel2_t Pers<?nnel, VIII (Harch, 196 7) , 80-84. 
20Berdie and Stein, loc. cit. 
decided to go to collene before they were in h:f.gh school and ,,imv-ed 
education as the acquis:f.tion of knowledge and ideas rather than 
vocational skills.21 
Grinder found that the typical college-bound hlgh school boy 
~\las disinterested in the youth culture and had a strong orientation 
tmvard his father, whereas the typical potential dropout had a weak 
or:tentation tovmrd his father and much involvement in the youth 
culture. 22 
A survey of freshman students at Auburn Un:tversi.ty revealed 
that parental expectations~ socio-economic status and rural~urban 
differences affected college behavior and academic behavior. Students 
from urban areas and a relatively high socio·-economic status "1ere more 
14 
active than others in campus life. The academically successful students 
generally came from large urban high schools, l:tved 1.n a dormitory and 
had made def:i.n:i.te vocational and academic plans. Homen from lm-1-income 
families were the most serious students and made the best grades; men 
from high-income families ,.,ere least definite about future plans, most 
active in fraternities and campus life, and made the \-lorst grades. 23 
It could be conjectured from this study that since men from the high 
econom:l.c families were the least definite about their future plans that 
they should, on a questionnaire, indicate a greater need for counseling 
21James H. Trent, Encouragement of Student Development, 11 !TASPA, 
IV (July, 1966), 35-45. 
22Robert E. Gr:f.nder, 11A Study of the Influences of the Father.' s 
Job and Soc:i.al Status on the Occupational and Social Goals of Youth 11 
(Hnal report, University of Hisconsin, August, 1967), pp. 1-80. 
23william Moon, The Aub~~n Stu~~nt _:_~_E,emo_gr~J2!!..~c f'~tu~-.9..~ the 
Ft:.~l~2!!:~ Clas_E.. of Auburn Univers~~2.§..~-196.?_ (Auburn, Alabama: Student 
Counseling Service, Auburn University, .Julys 1966), pp. 1-325. 
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servj.ces than Hould others. 
In a study made by Hall and Barger many items were found to 
differ s:i.gnificnntly betHeen parents of high educational level and 
parents of lmv educational level. College-trained parents showed more 
interest in their children's school activities~ showed more concern 
nbout the quality of their children's academic work, and \vere more open 
to discussion with their children than the parents of relatively little 
education. As a consequence the children of the college-trained parents 
felt more positively about their o~m activities than did the other 
children and the students Hhose parents had had relatively little 
24 education generally sought more help in decision making. 
The studies cited here seem to show that students from lmv 
soc:Lo··economic areas and those hav~n.g non-college-trained parents need 
counseling and guidance services more than others do; however, in actual 
pra·ctice they do not seek more help. 
EUect. of Ii_igh School Counseling on College Students 
An attempt was made to find hm-1 the high school counseling 
program would affect a student's evaluation of a college counseling 
program, Unfortunately studies did not seem to be available. Of 
relevance to this study might be the results of a questionnaire sent 
to entering--college students representing 134 high schools of varying 
size.s. Students \vho indicated having seen their higL school counselors 
ei.ther frequently or fairly often expressed greater satisfaction with 
high school counseling than did students who had seldom seen their 
24E, Hall and B. Barger, "Educational Attainment of Parents as 
Related to Students' Feelings About Self and Family," Hental Health 
RE>.J.~~~_Bu.!_letin, No. 33, University of Florida, (April, 196 7), l-i7, 
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counselors. Over 60 percent of the students surveyed indicated 
favorable experience \vith high school guidance personnel. Txvo thirds of 
I 
the students 'vho reported having had a good experience with high sc:hool 
counselors had voluntarily sought counseling in college,25 This study 
seems to indicate that students 'vho consistently use the guidance 
services in high school will continue to do so in college. No statis-
tics 'vere available to indicate what happened to those 'V7ho did not use 
counseling services in high school. 
A survey taken for the 1964-65 Education Directory of the 2,139 
colleges listed revealed that 92 percent of the institutions had some 
type of orientation program. While varying in length and type, most 
:vmre provid.r~d during a.ll or part of the 'veek prior to the beginning of 
classes. About 15 perc.e.nt consisted of a semester or longer course. 
The use of orientation programs has been increasing and most inst:i.·-
tutions are j_nterested in improving their existing programs, and as a 
result are seeking a better definition of their orientation goals. It 
tvas revealed in the survey that small private colleges tend to offer 
orientation programs more often than do large public ones. 26 
Very fmv student evaluations of orientation programs are 
available, but those fmv that are available indicate that the success 
of the program.varies, depending upon the size of the college and types 
25s. H. Cramer and E. L. Herr, 11The Secondary Sehool Guidance 
Experienc(~ and Reaction to College Counseling Services, 11 The Vocational 
~idan~:£ .. J.~'!E~.~;:_~, XV (Harch, 1967), 181-185. 
26Esther Kronovet, "Current Pract:i.ces in Freshman Or:i.entati.on 
Throughout the United States" (paper read at American Personnel and 
Guidance Association Convention, April, 1966, Washington, D.C.). 
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of activtties provided. For example, t~vo thirds of the 1966 freshtira •• 
class of: the State University of Arts and Sciences at Plattsburg, 
Nel-l York, felt that the orientat:i.on program was helpfu1. 27 During the 
same year, 92 per<~ent of the freshmen students entering Troy State 
College indicated that the program '..:ras helpful to them. Concerning the 
length of the three-day session at Troy State College, 55 percent of 
the students reported that the orientation program was "just right".28 
A number of stud:f.es have been made in an attempt to ascertain 
the efff.!Cts of counseling on academic achievement; however, no clear 
(~ut trend seems to emerge. In fact, some studies will reveal that 
some c.ounsel:tng programs make very little impact upon the academic 
achievement t)f students. 29 
The counseling programs which seern to make the greatest impact 
upon academic adlievement are those wh:i.c.b include more than periodic 
visits to the counseling office, particularly for students who are 
underachievers~ or ,.,ho may be having academic difficulty. Of the 
group of suh··marginal freshmen students who had entered Texas Southern 
27
rrred J. McCarthy, "Student Personnel Questionnaire--1967" 
(unpubU.shed report, State University College of Arts and Scienceo ~ 
Plattsburgh, NetorYork, June, 1967), 1-39. 
28 
.Annette Gibbb, "Student Evaluation of Orientation, 11 The 
Journal of .. .£~lleg_~_§tud~E_~...f.~..E2.~nel, IX (Hay, 1963), 158-160 .-· 
29uenry R. Kaczkowski and John M. Rothney, "Discri.mi.nant 
Analysis in Evaluation of Counseling," Personnel and Guidance Journal, 
XX}.'V (December, 1956), 231-235; A. H. Hill and L. Grieneeks, 11Criterla 
in the Evaluation of Educational and Vocat-ional Counsel:i.ng in College, 11 
:.!~l~~L.2..~_g~~E.seling_.)'.sych_~l<:gy, XIII (Summer, 1966), 198-201; 
Leonard D. Goodstein, 11 Five-Yeur Follow-Up of Counseling Effectiveness 
w·ith Probationary College Students," JournaL.E.f .. S_ou~-g~sychol.~_gy, 
XIV (September, 1967), 1+36-1+39. 
UniversHy in September of 19 65, about half had faU.ed or comp'letely 
dropped out by the end of the semester. For those students who 
returned for spring semester, an intens:l.ve counseling program was 
initiated. Students were assigned to t\om reading improvement classes; 
were given tutoring and personal counseling by older students, each 
assigned 10 freshmen; were provided places and equipment for studying; 
and were called j_n for i.nd:i.vidual or group conferences. By mid-term 
only 16 percent of the students had academic deficiencies and fc\-1er 
than 10 percent were in serious difficulty. 30 
In the summer of 1965, Phoenix College offered a summer 
counseling program for prospective freshmen. Students \olere randomly 
assigned to 23 groups of about 12 students each for either three days 
of two-hour meetings, or four \.,reeks of t\vice-Hee.kly meetings, \vith 
18 
three male counselors. Included in the cour.seling sessions were :inter-
pretations of vocational interest tests, the American College Test 
scores, plus a prediction of first semester grades. Other meetings 
inclu~led discussions of various aspects of college program planning, 
vocational information, and an offer of individual counseling if 
desired. At the end of the first semester, counseled students ha.d 
s:i.gnificantly higher mean grade point averages than did the non-
counseled control group. The first year dropout rate of the non-
counseled students was 21 percent compared with an 8 percent dropout 
rate for the counseled students. As a result of the study, the college 
administration concluded that the summer group counseling program '~as 
3°Lucille S. Perry, "The Effects of Intensive Counseling on the 
Academic Achimrement of Entering Freshmen, 1965-66" (paper read at 
American Personnel and Guidance Association Convention, Harch, 1967, 
Dallas, Texas). 
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both economically feasible to the college and beneficial to the 
participating students.31 
Campbell made a t\-7enty-five year study on people Hho, during the 
years 1933-36 had originally come to the Univers:Lty of Minnesota Student 
Counseling Bureau for assistance before November of their freshman year. 
The study revenle.d that the counseled students clearly achieved more 
during their academic careers than did the non-counseled s'tudents, they 
graduated in roughly one-·fourth greater numbers, three times as many 
\-lere often elected to Phi Beta Kappa, three times as many earned M.A. 1 s, 
and six times as many earned Ph.D.'s. They reported more participation 
in campus activities and lvere more often elected to offices in those 
ac ti vi ties. 32 In comparing these Hndings with others cited above, it 
is not safe to conclude that counseling made the difference. Other 
variables shou.J.d be c::ons1dercd before any conclusions can be offered. 
One of the most extensive studies available results from a 
survey taken by Baird in which he dj_d a follm-1-up of 12 ,000 students ~vho 
had completed the American College Survey in connection Hith the 
American College Testing program. After indicating their type of 
housing acconunodations on the questionnaire, the students Here assigned 
to one of six groups: dormitory, fraternity or sorority house, off-
campus apartment, on-campus apartment, off-campus room, and living at 
31T, H. Garneski and R. A. Hei.mann~ "Summer Group Counseling of 
Freshmen," J..unior College JE~:..rna!_, XXXVII (Hay, 196 7), l,0-41. 
32n. P. Campbell, "Achievements of Counseled and Non-Counseled 
Students 1\ven ty·- Five Years After Counselj_ng," .Journal of Counseling 
P~_ychol9_gy_, XII (Fall, 1965), 287-293. -·--··--· 
home. The rf!sults showed that the students in fraternity and sorority 
houses were more active in social and leadership activities than ~vere 
students in other living groups. Although to a lesser degree, all 
students living on campus tended to be more active in leadership and 
social affairs than were those living off campus. Little difference 
appeared among the groups on most variables, especially in the most 
educationally relevant areas. Except: i.n the area of social activity, 
students living at home had almost the same rate of achievement and 
\vere as satisfied ~vith college li.fe as were other students. Type of 
living group appears to have very little effect on the self-concepts, 
33 goals, and achievement of college students. 
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Coneerni.ng the characteristics of students who choose fraternity 
and sorority housing, most studies \vill reveal certain types of 
personalities tend to choose this type of housing over other types. 
Dollar at Oklahoma State University found that fraternity men \vere more 
concen1ed v1:Lth social recognition, more dominant but also more dependent 
j_n interpersonal situations, and less inclined tmvard altruistic 
motives. They were also brighter, from larger high schools, from 
families with higher incomes, and had better educated fathers than \vere 
the students \vho ehose other types of housing. Off-campus students ~vere 
found to be the most concerned for the welfare of others, had the lmvest 
apt:i tude scores, and came from the families w:i. th the lm..rest income. 
Dormitory students were the most independent. First semester grades of 
33Leonard L. Baird, "The Effects of College Residence Groups on 
Students' Self-Concepts, Goals, and Achievements," ThVe.;:sonnel anc!, 
_Guidance Jo_~~rnal, XL (June, 1969), 1015-1021. 
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the three groups did not differ significantly in this study. 3/_. 
W:i.dmar in a survey taken at Florida State University found that 
compared to women not wishing to join a sorority, sorority aspirants had 
had more social and extracurricular activities in secondary school and 
anticipated greater parti.cipation in these areas in college. They came 
from smaller families and from higher socio-economic and cultural levels 
and expected to spend more money in college. Homen not aspiring to 
sorority membership considered themselves to be independent and noncon-
fonning to a greater degree than sorority aspirants, and placed 1nore 
emphasis on academic and vocational concerns. Compared to men not 
'v:i.shing to jo:tn a fraternity, fraternity aspirants more frequently 
planned to attend graduate school, more often selected business-related 
occupations and 'vere more concerned with financial rewards. They also 
expected t.o participate more in extracurricular activities and displayed 
less concern 'vith college finances. In secondary school the fraternity 
aspirants had partic:lpat:ed more in literary, debate, speech, and 
dramatic activities. The male groups, however, did not differ in family 
characteristics.35 
Bohrnstedt found that students ~vho expected to earn $15,000 or 
more \vere several times more likely to pledge a fraternity than were 
those \vith lower financ.ial expectations. Students 'vho felt it important. 
to move up in the socio-economie scale were t:vlice as likely to pledge as 
3/_.Robert J. Dollar, 11Student Characteristics and Choice of 
Housing," The Journal of_ College Student Persm~D.£!., VII (May, 1966), 
14 7-150. ·------
35Gary E. Hidmar, 11A Comparative Study of Fraternity and 
Sorority Hembership Aspirations of Entering Freshmen at tlw Florida 
State University 11 (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida State 
University, 1966). 
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were others. These relat:f.qnships persisted xvhen the social class 
variable \vas controlled. Father's income was a greater predictor of 
fraternity membership than was father's education. For men \vith high-
status fathers, fraternity membership appears to mean status maintenance 
rather than upvmrd mobility.36 
In a survey to determine the kinds of students \vho were using 
the Kansas State Univ12.ndty CounseHng Center, it 'vas found that 
students included a disproportionate number of women students, freshmen 
and sophomon~s. Of particular interest in this survey \vas the finding 
that students living in fraternities and sororities were very much 
under·~represented at the Counsel:l.ng Center. 37 
The studies cited do not indicate any particular effects of 
types of housing on counseling needs. The previous study noted that 
students living in fraternity and sorority houses do not tend to use 
counseli.ng center services, and from other studies cited, one may 
conjecture that the reason is obvious: students choosing this type. of 
housi1i.g usually came from high socio-economic families, had well-
educated parents, and tended to be active in leadership and social 
affairs. Headows 38 notes that these are not the characteristics of 
students ,.;rho usually seek counseling services. 
------·-·---
36George H. Bohrnstedt, "Social Nobility Aspirations and 
Frater:ni ty Hembership" '(paper read at American Sociological 
Associatj.on Convention, August, 196 7, San Francisco, California). 
37E. R. Sinnett, D. G. Danskin, and J. H. Cadiz, "Hho Uses the 
Counseling Center? A comparison of Counseled Students with Students-
In-General," ~tudi~s in S_tud~nt ~ersonnel york Research_R'::I?orts, No. 31, 
(Student Counseling Center, Kansas State Uni.vers:ity, Harch, 1966), 1-9. 
38Hc~adow-s, loc. cit. 
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SUMNARY 
A thorough search of the literature w:Ul reveal a dearth of 
research on the evaluation of counseling and advising programs, parti.c-
ularly evaluations as done by the students. A few evaluations by 
students of junior college programs are available but none for four--year 
colleges. 'J.'h:f.s review is relevant because this study proposes to ask 
un:t.vendt.y students to evaluate their counseling and adv:f.sing programs. 
When an evaluative instrument is used and the results are 
arranged into categories, the H.terature ~rill reveal that certain obser-
vations should be expected. Among these are the following: 
study. 
1. Approx:f.ma.tely one student in eight uses the counseling 
cent~r. 
2. Nore women than men use counsel:f.ng services. 
3. Students vJho do poorly academically do not use counseling 
se:rvice.G any more than those who do ~1ell. 
4. Students \Jho live in sororities and fraternities do not use 
counseling services as much as do students liv:l.ng j.n other. 
types of student housing. 
5. The more advanced academically a student is the less he 
tends to rely upon the college counseling services. 
6. Students tvould rather get help from other students than 
from faculty. 
7. Students ~vho use counseling and guidance serv:f.cE>~s in ld.gh 
sc.hool tdll continue to do so i.n college. 
8. Freshman Orientation programs are generally ~rell rece:J.ved 
by the stuaents. 
9. If the counseling and guidance program is to affc~ct academic 
achievement, it must include much more than a periodic visit 
to the Counseling Center. 
Chapter 3 will present the procedure used in conducting this 
Chapter 3 
PROCEDURE FOR TilE STUDY 
INTRODUCTION 
Perm:tssion vms first obta:l.ned from officials of the Stockton 
campus of the University of the Pacific, to conduct the proposed study~ 
It was :tnit:i.ally felt that before the procedure could be recommended 
for general use, it should be tested on the University of the Pacific, 
Stockton campus, then revised and retested on at least one other college 
cmwpus. Hmv-eve.r, bec.ause of the difficulty in getting another college 
to part:i.d.p:1te in the study, i.t ,.,as finally decided to do a retest on 
tlw Stocktm.1 enmpus after a lapse of two years. It was felt that the 
.results of a longitudinal study of the University counseling and 
advising program \V"ould not only be far more reliable than a one time 
study but would also provide the data for some useful comparative 
observations. 
Contet]_~~d Fo.E...mat of .. t.he g':lcstioE.!!.~E!:. 
In consultat:i.on vrith the Dean of Students, Director of Counselor 
Education r the Counseling Center, the Placement Off:tce, the Dean of Hen 
and the Acad(~mic Dean, a list: covering thE! areas of l.!onct~rn ;v-as compiled.l 
For ease of tabulation and analysis the qu(~st:i.ons were wr:f.tten 
w:l.th multiple·-choic.e answ·ers so that the responses could be suitable for 
1This l:f.s t appears in Appendix A, pp. 146-148. 
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data processing.2 
In order to determine ~1hether there \vere any ambiguous quest:I.ons 
or if any improvement could be made in format, a pilot study "m.s 
conducted with a small number of students consisting of eleven male 
and four female residence hall assistants. Their criticisms and recom-
mendations were evaluated and those suggestions that Here practical t~ere 
incorporated in the revised questionnaire. 
To make certain that all schools and res:ldence areas were 
adequately represented, student rosters \-mre obtained for all residence 
halls, sorority and fraternity houses; for the professional schools of 
engineering, pharrimcy, music, and education; for a cluster college 
(Raymond College); and for the main liberal arts college (College of 
the Pacific) • 
To insure an adequate number of subjects in each group mentioned 
above and to insure randomness, a stratified random sample ~ms dra~m 
as shown i.n Table 1 on the following page. 
The percentages of students from each college shown in Table 1 
m:'lre deemed the ruin:l.mum number necessary if enough sub:)ectB from the 
varj_ous groups were to be adequately represented. Because Raymond 
College :ts a small liberal a:rts cluster college within the UniversHy 
and already represents a fairly representative cross sectiott of a 
college populat.:i.ons 100 percent of the students were used. All the 
2 A l":Opy of the first questionnaire appears i.n Appendix B, 
pp. 150-160. 
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Table 1 
The Sample for the First Test1.ng: The Number of Students in the Schools 
From Hhich It Was Taken, the Percentage Chosen for the Sample, 
and the Actual Number in the Sample 
------· 
... ~·-------·--·--·~· 
------------::::-..:;:;::::::::;::;_- _ _ 
School Number of students 
in the schools 
---·---·--------·-----· 
School of Education 
School of Engineering 
School of Pharmacy 
Conservatory of Music 
Raymond College 
All other schools 
Additional Atudents from 
the residence halls, 
sororities and frat. 
208 
46 
1+10 
120 
135 
1,495 
Percentage cl1osen 
for the sample 
50% 
100% 
50% 
100% 
100% 
20% 
20% 
Sample 
number 
104 
46 
2.05 
1.20 
135 
299 
106 
---·-·----·--·--·-·----·--~·--------------------·----
Total. 2,414 42% 1,015 
names from the above mentioned schools were crossed off the Un:i.versity 
master list and a 20 percent sample was drawn of those that remained. 
In order to assure a minimum of 20 percent: representation from each 
residence hall, fraternity, and sorority, each name selected on the 
college lists .was checked on the residence hall Hsts and where it was 
found that a particular residence hall, fraternity, or sorority was 
under·-rc~presen ted, additional names were randomly selected. This 
process added an additional 106 students to the sample. 
To check for adequate balance bettveen on-campus and off-campus 
hous1.ng, an inspection of names and addresses revealed that 265 (26%) 
of the students in the sample were living off campusr a figure wh:l.ch 
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loJaS so clone to the University ratio of 2/~ percent that more sampling 
was not necessary. 
Because three-fourths of the students of the University of the 
Pacific live on campus, it was decided to ask the head residents of each 
dwelli_ng to be responsible for distributing and collecting the materials 
:ln their respective areas. Consequently, a packet consisting of a 
student name l:tst, quest5.onnaires, answer cards, and letter of 
explanation ~·ras prepared for each dw·elling. The packets were left in 
the Student Personnel Office for distribution and a letter \oms sent to 
each head resident requesting that someone be designated to pick up the 
material, distr:i.bute it, collect it, and return it to the same office. 
For .students liv:i.ng off campus s individual packets t..rere mailed to the 
addmss ~..rhich had been given to the Reglstrar 1 s Office at registration 
time. 3 
REVISION AND SECOND ADHINIS'fRATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
A compar:i..son between t:he first questionnaire and the second 
questionnaire ldll reveal a number of revisions~ all of ,.,;rhich were made 
primarily for ease in statistical analysis, for more precise ans,..:rers, 
ru1d for more info11aation • 
. ~~.on of Part I, Bac)<:g:r.ound Informat:l.C?E.. 
Si.nce i.n question number one, place of resi.dence on campus, the 
results of the f:l.rst questionnaire revealed no significant difference 
--------·-
3For copies of the anslver card, J.c~tter to the head residents, 
and letter to the students, see Append:f.c.es C and D, pp. 169-178. 
~ . 
I 
1 
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in ans\vers g:l.ven by students living in various types of on-campus 
housing, the question was simplified in the second questionnaire to t\-IO 
poss:l.ble ans\.,rers-·-on-campus and off-ea.mpus. Because it l'laS felt: that 
the: first qu<:.s tionnai re used too many ques t1.ons in obtaining dernogr aphic 
information (19 questions), the number "IIJaS reduced in the revision to 
J.O by eliminating 6 superfluous questions (3, 5, 9 & 10, 18, and 19) 
and by combtn:i.ng 6 others (questions 7 & 8, 11 & 12, 13 & 14). Nore 
w:l.ll be said later about the disadvantag(~ of giving one quest:l.on t"lllO 
numbers such as was done in questions 7 & 3, 11 & 12, etc, It was 
further discovered that the categories as suggested by questions 4, 6, 
and 15, '"ere too numerous to provide any meaningful data, and for that 
reason, in the revision provision was made for three answers inst(~,ad 
of five. 
l~~:i.oD;...E,L.E.?.-rt !.fJ High School Counseling and/ouidvisi~g_ 
An inspection of the. first quest:i.onnaire will reveal that some 
of the questions in Parts II and III asked students to choose between 
answers such as "helpful" and "very helpful," "easy" and "very easy," 
"knowledgeable" and "very knmvledgeable." In attempting to analyze the 
final data, however, it 'vas decided that no useful knowledge resulted 
from such fine distinctions. The only revision in Part II was the 
elimination of the answer "very helpful." Accordingly, in other parts-
of the test the second category i.n each of the pairs of anmvers li.sted 
above was eliminated. 
Revision of Part III, UOP. Counseli~.B and( or Advising 
Part III of the questionnaire. underwent suc.h extensive revision 
that a complete detailed explanat:!.on would be difficult. An inspection 
of Table 2 on the following page as well as the two questionnaires 
found :tn Appendix n tdll enable the reader to understand better the 
explanation ~1hich follmvs. 
The :rev:f.sion of Part III consisted primar:f.ly in grouping and 
labeling the six obvious sub-groups :r.nt:o sc~ctions for clarity in 
organization and for ease in reading, understanding, and interpreting. 
Some sub-groups were expanded to permit ac.quisit:i.on of :l.nformnt:.ton for 
~,.rhich the or:i.ginal questionnaire did not provide and for wh:f.ch there 
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\vas a definite need. Those questions l-lhich w-ere added to· the revised 
questionnaire and which tvere not in the or:i.g:i.nal are numbers 15, 17, 22, 
24 1• 26, 32, 33, 39, 40 9 41, 42, 4.3, 4/1, and '•5. Question 42 in the 
original w·as omitted in the revision because the information obtained 
was not found to be parU.cularly useful. In general, it may be seen 
that the first se11en qUf!Stions listed above ask for more preci.se 
infonnat1.on than was asked for in immediately preceding questi.ons. 
Quest:l.ons 39 through l1S were added at the request of the dean of men who 
desired information concerning (1) the effectiveness of the student 
counselors during freshmen orientation week and (2) the effectiveness of 
the student residence hall assistants. Questions 39 and 40 were added 
to the other questions on freshmen orientation, but for questions '•1 
through '•5 a new section was added to the questionnaire (Section H, 
Resident Ass:J:.stants). 
Questions dealing with persons to whom students go for help--
both school-employed and non-school-employed-··-for some unclear reason 
\'Tere placed in two separate sections in the original questionnaire. In 
the re.vision, they were placed together in Sect1.on I. 
A feature of the original questionnaire v1hich made the results 
Table 2 
Comparison of the Content and the Organization of the Revised 
Questionnaire with the Original Questionnaire 
Original Questionnaire (1969) Revised Questionnaire (1971) 
I 
Questions Number I 
! 
Section Titles Section Titles Questions Number 
~--------- ~--- ----~----· -------- -- -- ------- __ _l 
Part I, Background Information 1-19 19 I I A- Background Information 1-10 10 
3 I 
2 I 
Part II, H.S. Coun. and/or Advising 20-22 
Part III, UOP Coun. and/or Advising 23-24 
B. High Sch. Counsel. & Advising 11-13 3 
c. UOP Counseling and Advising 14-17 4 
25-30 6 D. Faculty Advisor 18-26 9 
37-41 5 E. The Counseling Center 27-33 7 
42-44 3 F. The Placement Office 34-36 3 
48-49 2 G. Freshman Orientation 37-40 4 
0 E. Resident Assistants 41-45 5 
31-36 9 Io Persons to whom you go 46-51 6 
45-47 for help 
(Question on felt needs) 52 1 (Question on felt needs) 50 1 
Total 52 Total 50 
~~~· ~~~~--~. ~~···-··"II'"""'""""" ....... .., ...... ·· .......... ·· ......... · .................. ·· .. '"" .. *"'""'"""..,...,r-,., .~\'!' 1nwrw'.""\"':'""""11""11flmt:Tt' 1r:mn:·1t ·::."'1" ~ '":" T"""l"1"· '"" • ... · • ~· "" -· ·~ .,, .......... , ............. '!"""'""" ·····~-·rrrl""-,l"""tr"'1i"-nr "1- • • 
w 
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di.fficult to interpret was that of giving more than. one number t.o some 
of the questions (see questlons 7 & 8, 9 & 10, etc.). This was done 
because the mark-sense response cards being used had spaces for only 
five possible ans~V'ers; for those quest:lons which contained more than 
f:l.ve possible ans~v-ers :i.t was necessary to divide the anstY'ers between two 
numbers w·ith the hope that b)• wr1.t:I.ng the two nurobers as one question 
the students v10uld treat them as only one question. Suc.h did not prove 
to he the case, however. To every double-numbered question asked 
approximately 100 more ansH·ers were given than students \vho took the 
test. Apparently then, many students felt that they had to record a 
response after every number. Another problem t.Jith dividing questions in 
this way wa:J experienced in computer a.nalysi.s i.nterpretation. In order 
to accm:at{~ly interpret the data from these questions, it was neccessary 
to co:nbinC:; the data and manually feed the in formati.on i.nto the computer. 
A third probl€~m which ctmsed concern. tvas the fact that some students 
marked spac1-:JS on the mark-sense card for l·lhi.ch there lvere no corre·-
spond:tng answers on the questionnaire. 4 
It 'vas decided that the best way in which to ov<~rcome the three 
problems mentj_oned above would he (1) to use an ans-v1er sheet in which 
the student ~·muld have to ,.,rite down the number of his answer, (2) to 
replace the double-numbered questions with single numbers, and (3) to 
g1.ve each answc1r an arabic number :Lnstead of a letter of the alphabet. 5 
-~~J?-~:!:f.ng -. _SP.ri.ng_ Semester_ 1971 
For the second testing it w·as decided to simplify the sampling 
--------
1+For a copy of the revised questionnaire, see Appendix n, p. 161. 
5For a copy of the anm-.rer sheet, see Appendlx C, p. 171. 
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procedure by making use of the recently improved and expanded data 
processing center. Fj.rst, the enrollment figures for each school or 
college were obtained from the Registrar's Office and a determination 
was made as to the percentage of students needed to obtain an adequate 
sample of the types of students contained in each school. Then the data 
processing center was asked to select randomly the desire.d number of 
names from the school and to print address labels. The sampling results 
may be found in Table 3. 
Table 3 
The Sample for the Second Testing: The Number of Students in the Schools 
from Hhieh It Was taken, the Percentage Chosen for the Sample~ 
and the Actual Number in the Sample 
-..=-...:::=..::.--=::--=--==~-:..-.-------·--·--·-.. ·--;_-::::._--:::_--_=---==----,-==· ======:.-
College of the Pacific 
Conservatory of Husic 
School of Educat:ton 
School of Pharmacy 
School of Engineering 
Callison College 
Covell Colle8e 
Raymond College 
Totals 
Number of students 
in the schools 
2,196 
96 
371 
399 
82 
193 
18/f 
215 
3,733 
Percentage cltosen 
for the sample 
20% 
40% 
20% 
50% 
50% 
50% 
50% 
50% 
27% 
Sample 
number 
400 
37 
70 
204 
39 
9'• 
86 
76 
1,006 
To check for adequate balance between on-campus and off-campus 
housing, an inspection of names and addresses revealed that 490 (/•8%) 
of the students in the sample were living off-campus~ a figure which 
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'.ras so close to the University ratio of 45 percent that more sampling 
was not necessary. 
Because 55 percent of the students in the sample l:i.ved on 
campus in Univt~rsity housing, it was again decided to ask the head 
residents of each dwelling to be responsible for distr:f.buting and 
collecting the materials in their respective areas. Consequently, a 
packet consisti.ng of a student name list, quest:i.onnaires? answer sheets, 
and letter of e~rplanation6 was prepared for each d~.,relli.ng. The packets 
tvere then delivered to the head residents tvho distributed the mat,;rial 
and collected it. For students living off···campus, individual packets 
'"ere malled to the addresses which had been givr.:ln to the Registrar's 
Office at reglntrat:l.on time. 1'o off··-ca'mpus utudento who ha.d not 
responded after two \•'ecks, a letter was mailed reminding them of the 
ques tiomwJ.:re and again asking for a response. 1 
TREATHENT OF TilE DATA 
Rati.onale 
Since the project 'vas pri.marily one of developing a method for 
evaluating cotmsel:lng a.nd advising programs, the data should be treated 
in such a way that the outcome would result in a form that could be 
easily read and understood by college administrators. To be able to 
pinpoint areas of strengths and weaknesses, and to better understand 
6For a copy of the letter of explanation, see Appendix D, 
p. 176. 
7For a copy of the reminder letter, see Appendix D, p. 177. 
needs and interests of various groups, the results were categorized into 
several areas within the university. 
Statisdcal Treatment of the Data 
--~---------·------
In both questionnaires the students' responses ~\T(~re tabulated 
question by question; and. by tw1ng demographic information obtained in 
thf! first r:Jections of the questionnaires, each question was categorized 
as shown :l.n Table l~ on the-! following page. 
To determine whether or not there were any statist:lcally signif-
icant differences bet~v-een the ways in \\Thich the various categories of 
students listed above responded to the questions, a simple chi square 
t\w-tail test was done on each of the categories. Significance was 
accepted at the .05 level. 8 
An attempt is made in Chapte.:r /f to bring together and present in 
tabular form the raw data from the two questionnaires. Similar. data 
from thE~ two questionnaires are categorized according to the several 
predeterminded groups and placed side by side in the same table. Each 
item in the questionnaires. is dealt ~.;rith in a separate table. The 
tables are grouped according to the areas of the counseling and advising 
program to be stud:l.ed and presented along \·dth the analysis and :l..nter·· 
pretation of the data for eac.h area of concern. Specific mention should 
be made of the unique nature of 8 pairs of tables (Tables 20 & 21, 23 & 
24, 26 & 27, 28 & 29, 30 & 31, 32 & 33, 34 & 35, 36 & 37)9 in Chapter 4. 
8The tabulat:i.ons nnd the reBults of the statistical treatment 
of the quest:1.onnair.es may be found in Chapt:e·.r 4. 
9see pp. 60-80. 
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Table 4 
Categories Into Whic.h the Responses to the Questions Here 
Divided and Hmv These Cate.g"ories Here Obt:ai.ned 
====·=-------··---
First Questionnaire 
Categories 
Response on 
which sort 
--· ..-~ .. 
----·-
Revised Questionnaire 
Categod.es 
Response on 
\vhJeh sort 
--------·---·------Ttl __ a_s ___ n_w_._d~e-t--·---------·---···--":.:...~';:;;..n~.-..!!1.?-d~--·--
1. Nen 
Homen 
2a 
2b 
1. Hen 
Homen 
2-1 
2-2 
2. Liberal Arts 7a, b, c, d 2. Liberal Arts 5-l 
Professional School Sa, b, c, d Professional School 5-5, 5-·6, 5-7 
5-8 
3. Upper C1assmen 6c, d. 3. Upper Classmen 4-2 
Lower Classrnen 6a, b Lmver Classme.n 4-1 
4. Upper G.P.A. 4a, b tl. Upper G.P.A. 3-1 
Lower G.P.A. 4c, d Lower G.P.A. 3-2 
5. Housing: 5. Housing: 
On-Ct=.unpus la, b, c On·-Campus 1·-1 
Off-Campus ld Off-Campus 1-2 
6. Fanli.ly Types: 6. Family Types: 
Ac.ademic lla, 16d or. Academic 6-1 plus one 
e, 17d or. e of: 9-/f' 9-5 
and 19a 10-4' 10-5 
Non-Academic All others Non-Academic All others 
7. High Sch, Counsel: 7. High Sch. Counsel: 
Good Any two of: Good Any two of: 
20a orb 11-1, 12-1 
2la or b 13-1 
22a or b 
Poor All others Poor All others 
B. UOP Schools & Col: 
Col of the Pacific 5-l 
Raymond College 5-2 
Covell College 5-3 
CalHson College 5-4 
Conserv. of Husic 5-5 
Sch. of Education 5-6 
Sch. of Pharmacy 5-7 
Sch. of I~J:ll~~r. 5-8 
---------·---.. ---------· 
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Each pair deals ~v:l.th one item in the questionnaire, The second table in 
the pa:l.r :!.s a refinement of the first. An inspection of the first table 
in each of the pairs vlill reveal that certain information is included :!.n 
the responses which tend to contaminate the information bei.ng sought. 
'fo solve this problem, each of the tables was reconstructed with the 
contaminating response (in each case, Response 3) removed. Even though 
in some instances the first table in the pa:f.rs is not specifically 
referred to in the interpretation, yet for the sake of better under-
standing and continuity, particularly for persons >olho may wish to study 
only the tables, all the tables dealing with one area of coneern are 
kept together. 
l\11 inspection of the 1969 analysiB revealed that the data might 
have been more me.:m:Lngful and useful had :f.t been also categorized 
according to the seve.ral sc.hools t-d.thin the Unive1.:s:l.ty. For that 
reason, th:f.s category Has included in the 1971 analysis; but because 
there w·as no comparable category in the 1969 analysis, it is not 
included in the tables of Chapter 4. It is placed in the Appendix for 
what use the University can make of it. 10 
St.atistic_~...'!E~eatment to Determ:i.ne Stren~ths .. and Heak~es~ 
It would be ~vell if a statist:f.cal test could be found so that 
the researcher need only apply a shnple formula to identify strengths 
and weaknesses. Unfortunately, no such formula couhl be found. It 
~ms thought that perhaps a board of knowledgeable university professors 
and administrators could be polled i.n an attempt to establish a 
criterion reference from 'to7hich to judge the program. Such a board 
1°se.e Appendix E, p. 179. 
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could determine the min:lmum percentage of favorable responses needed for 
a \"reakness classificat:i.on. This idea was abandoned, however, l.;rhen a 
pilot study revealed that professors and administrators resisted having 
to make judgments of this kind. The feeling seemed to be that those ,.,ho 
administer the counseling and advising programs are in the beat pos:ltion 
to decide after studying the results of the questionnaire on a question 
by question basis ~.;rhat the strengths and weaknesses are. 
Th~J.!.y~othes~ 
A statistical analysis of Question 50 in the f:i.rBt questionnaire 
and of Quest:i.on 52 in the revision supplied the data for accepting or 
rejecting the proposed hypotheses. In each of the categor:i.es to be 
compared, the responses to the questions were collapsed into 4 groups 
instead of 5: (1) frequ~mtly or oft. en, (2-) occasionally, (3) seldom, 
(4) not at ulL The t;,,m~w·ay ch:t square was computed for each of the 
pa:trs ·of categories for both adm::Lnistrations of the questionnaire. 
The hypothesis that one sub-category will indicate less need for 
counseling and advising than the other sub-category vms accepted at t.he 
.05 level of significance. In order for the hypotheses to be accepted, 
hm.;rever, they must be statistically significant both years. 
SUMMARY 
Th:i.s chapter has described the development of the first 
questionnaire a.nd subsequent pilot study, the revision, the sampling 
for the' two administrations of the questionnaire, the distribution and 
collection of the quest:i.onnaires, and the tabulation of the responses. 
The descri.ption of the statistical treatment of the data :f.ncluded the 
two main purposes for wh:i.ch the study is designed--to serve as a means 
of evaluati.ng a counseling and advising program and to determine "t>.rhere 
the greatest strengths and weaknesses are--as well as the stattstical 
treatment of the data for testing the hypotheses. Chapter 4 'tvi.ll 
present the analysis for data. 
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Chapter 4 
PRESENTATION OF THE COLLECTED DATA AS REVEALED BY THE INVESTIGATION: 
ANAI~YSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 
INTRODUCTION 
This chapter will present, analyze, and interpret the stat is-
tical data collected as the r:esult of the lvro administrat:tons of the 
questlonnaire. To be presented first \vill be the results of the 
questJonnaire returns, then a brief descripti.on and c~.ompad.son of the 
b;.;ro populations. The tabulated data for each one of the surveys is 
arranged :f.nto various ca tegorics as outl:f.ned i.n Chapter 3 and :ts 
presented :f.\l th:!.s c.hapte.r in sections a·ccor.ding to the •.ra:rious areas 
of the counseling and advisirte program which the questionna:lt·e proposed 
to eval.uat~::. The .hypotheses of Chapter J. ;.l.rc again enumerated and the 
statistical information for accepting or rejecting each one is presented 
and analyzed. 
RESULTS OF 11IE QUESTIONNAIRE RETU&·•m 
Tables 5 and 6 11dll reveal that not as many students responded 
to the que.stionnai.res the seeond time as they di.d the f.irst--63 percent 
returned the fi.rst and 58 pereent returned the second--yet it is a.rgue:~d 
that the returns of the second are better and more nearly representative 
because more off-campus students responded to the second questionnaire 
than to the first. In both cases 75 percent of on-campus students 
responded; for the fL'cst questionnaire, hmvever, only 28 perc:e.nt of off·-
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campus students responded, t-~hereas 41 percent responded to the second. 
If the on-campus to off-campus ratio of the two questionnaires had been 
the same, one may by using the above percentages conclude that in terms 
of numbers more students "10uld have responded the second tj.me than the 
first. 
Table 5 
Number of Questionnaires Sent and Percentage of Returns·--1969 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Undeliverable 
---------
Total 
-----·----
Sent 
762 
265 
-12 
101.5 
Returned 
570 
72 
642 
·---· _ .. ______ ... __ 
-- . 
Percent returned 
75% 
28 
63% 
·----------·-------
Table 6 
Number of Questionnaires Sent and Percentage of Returns-·-1971 
Sent Returned Perce.nt returned 
On-Campus 516 385 75% 
Off-Campus 490 201 41 
Undeliverable -23 
-· ... ---
Total 983 586 58% 
Offered as a possible explanat:!.on for the difference :l.s the fact 
that nothing in the records shows that follow-up reminders to the f:l.rst 
quest.ionnaire were sent. Before the reminder to the second question-
naire ~vas sent, 30 percent of off-campus students had responded. An 
addit:!.onal 11 percent responded to the reminder. 
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A DESCRIPTION AND COHPARISON OF THE THO POPULATIONS]. 
Tables 7 through 19 give the data necessary to determine the 
homogene:i. ty of the two groups being compared. The ch:f. square test of 
statistical significance for each category to be compared 'ivill be used 
to determ1.ne the degree to vJhich the two student populations are similar 
or dissimilar. A signHicant chi square between the totals for 1969 and 
1971 suggests that with respect to place of residence, sex, and grade 
point average, the two populations are statistically different. 2 
The differences in the places of residence and in the ratio of 
male and female students seem to reflect a change whl.ch took place 
within the Univers:i.ty between 1969 and 1971. 3 A study of Tables 1 and 3 
and accompanying explanations ~.;rill reveal a 55 percent growth in enroll-
ment dm:ing the two years, ,.;rith most of thin grm.;rth taking place among 
off-campus students. 
W:J.th respect to the significant difference between the totals 
for males and females, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that 
during the two years the male population in the University increased 
sufficiently to reverse the ratio from 45:55 to 55 :!~5. An inspection of 
Table 8 will reveal an i.ncreased male population in every category 
except one. The percentage of off-campus men decreased while the 
percentage of on-campus men increased, 
1nata for th:l.s secti.on are taken from Tables 7 through 19, 
pp. 45-57. 
2see the double asterisks ()~*) in Tables 7, 8, and 9. 
3For Tables 1 and 3, see pp. 26 and 32. 
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In 'fable 9 a s:lgnificant chl square between the totals suggests 
that students in 1971 had higher G.P.A. 's than did students in 1969. 
I 
This Gtatistic loses its validity, however, when it is discovered that 
since 1969 the University has introduced a Pass/Fail option into its 
grading system. Under this option a grade of D or better is noted 
simply as a P and is not calculated in the grade point average. Such 
practice tends to inflate the G. P .A., thus making a comparison between 
the two years impracticable. As would be expected, duri.ng both years 
G.P .A. 1 s for upper classmen were significantly higher than lower 
classmen, but no othe:r. d:i.fferenccs can be noted. Of interest is the 
fact that G.P.A.'s for professional school students increased by only 
12 percentage points, \vhereas G.P.A.'s for liberal arts students 
increased by 15 percentage po:l.nts. This, again, is a reflection of the 
grad:i.ng svs tem. 
::en the. other categories into which the responses were divided, 
the chi square formula for determining statistical significance did not 
reveal any other major differences between the two samples. Table 10 
reveals that approxi.mately one-half of the respondents were lower 
division and the other half were either upper division or did not 
classify themselves in either category. Table 11 reveals that there is 
no difference :i.n the number of students in the samples taken from the 
various schools of the University. 
Tables 12 to 16 indicate the types of homes from which the 
students came vd.th respect to father's and mother's employment, family 
income, and father's and mother's level of education. The majority 
(52%) of the fathers \olf?.re college graduates; one-·half of these had also 
earned graduate degrees, 4 Approximately 51• percent were employed in 
professional, technical, or managerial positions. The next highest 
type of employment (15%) was clerical or sales, The remainder \>7ere 
scattered among a number of occupations.S Of the mothers, approximately 
38 percent had earned college degrees6 and the majority (60%) were 
housewives. The rest were employed primarily (18%) in professional, 
technical, or manageri.al positions or secondarily (13%) in cleri.eal or 
sales occupations.7 Using the figure of $10,000 to separate upper 
income families from lower :tncome famil1.es, th·:! study reveals that 
between 76 and 80 percent of the Universi.ty students came from upper 
income families.8 
Answers to the questions dealing with how the students felt 
about the counseling they had received in high school are tabulated in 
TablE.$ 17.1 lB, and 19. Concerni.ng college plans, slightly more than 
one-half found high school counseling helpful, whereas one·~ third found 
it not helpful. 9 Ccmcerning personal-social problems, slightly more than 
one-half did not seek help, but of those who did the responses "1cre 
about equally divided between helpful and not helpful. 10 Approximately 
t:~vo-thirds of the~ students sought he,lp during high school with 
occupat::l.onal-vocational plans, but of this number only about one-half 
felt they were helpcd,ll In comparing responses for the t'vo years, 
s1gnif1.cantly fewer students in 1971 than in 1969 felt they were helped 
4see Table 12. 
7 See Table 15. 
10see Table 18. 
Ssee Table 13. 
Bsee Table 16. 
llsee Table 19. 
6see Table 14. 
9 See Table 17, 
in high school with occupational-vocational plans •12 Vl:i.th respect to 
the other two kinds of problems mentioned above, there were no 
stat~.stj_cal d:tfferences bet~o1een the two years. 
----·-··---........ _ 
12see double asted.sk, Table 19. 
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Table 7 
Number and Percentage of On-Campus and Off-CaTI1pus Students l.fno Responded 
to the Two Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 N C:11i Sq. t 1 2 N 
Total 90% 10% 638 66% 34% 486 
Hen 84 16 286 63 37 325 
~·Jomen 94 6 351 4_.83* 69 31 261 
Liberal Arts 94 6 280 i ..,, 29 259 ,_ 
Professional 84 16 258 4. 79* 
I 
41 59 160 
Upper C1assmen 83 17 278 53 47 268 
Lot.Jer Cl.a.ssmen 97 3 329 10 .11* 86 14 274 
Upper G.P.A. 89 11 352 61 39 343 
Lm:.;rer G.P .A. 94 6 192 2.75 67 33 110 
On-Campus 100 0 566 100 0 385 
Off-Campus 0 100 72 **'i' I 0 100 201 
t 
Family Type: 
I 
.t\cademic q? 8 284 75 25 •J ">-; -~ -:>I 
Non-Acad. 88 12 347 2.S2 61 39 263 
I 
H.S. Counsel: I Good 90 10 245 74 26 98 
Poor 91 9 2 'J:'< 1.45 l 64 ~-- 489 ~J O 
anata compiled from Item l in both the 1969 and the 1971 questionnaires. 
bcolumns: (l) On-Campus, (2) Off-Campus. 
- . 
~':Chi Square P< .05 betlveen each pair :yf categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 betHeen the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
Chi Sq. 
93.36** 
2.78 
37.50* 
67.43* 
1.42 
*** 
10.65* 
3.98* 
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Table 8 
Nu~~er and Percentage of }ffile and Female Students ~~o Responded to the Two 
Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 
I 
1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. , 2 N ..L 
I 
Total 45% 55% 642 ! 55% 45% 586 l 
Hen 100 0 290 100 0 325 
Homen 0 100 352 1::** 0 100 261 
Liberal Arts 48 51 285 I 50 50 259 
' Professional 43 56 258 .99 I 64 36 160 
Upper Cle.ssmen 45 54 281 I 63 37 268 I Lower C1assmen 44 55 332 .48 I 48 52 273 
I 
Upper G.P.A. 42 57 356 I 55 45 343 Lower G.P.A. 51 48 193 4.45* 63 37 110 
On-Campus 42 58 566 53 47 385 
Off-Campus 65 34 74 11. 79* 60 40 201 
Family Type: I 
Academic !~4 55 283 I 51 49 236 I 
Non-Acad. 46 53 349 .26·~ I 58 42 253 I 
B..S. Counsel: I I 
Good 42 57 247 l 53 47 98 Poor 44 55 2:35 • 230 56 44 488 
aData compiled from Item 2 in both the 1969 and the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolu.'Th.>S: (1) Nale, (2) Female. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P < .05 between the totais for 1969 and 1971. 
***Chi Square no·t applicable for this catego::y. 
Chi Sq. 
12.97** 
*** 
7.35* 
12.44* 
1.97 
2.78 
2.04 
.274 
~ 
0\ 
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Table 9 
Number and Percentage of Upper G.P.A. ~~d Lo~er G.P.A. Students wno Responded to the 
Two Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 
I 
1971 
Categories lb .... N Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sq. L. 
Total 63% 37% 639 l 76% 24% 453 15.41** 
Men 60 40 288 I 73 27 258 
~-Tom en 66 34 350 2~89 i 79 21 10<; 1.97 I 
Liberal Arts 61 39 285 76 24 29 
Professional 70 30 242 3.37 72 28 158 1.07 
Upper Classmen 71 29 279 79 21 230 
Lov.rer Classmen 56 44 329 16.41* 
I 
70 30 184 4.97* 
Upper G.P.A. 100 0 356 100 0 343 
Lov.;er G. P .A. 0 100 193 *** 0 100 110 *** 
On-Campus 61 39 572 74 26 283 
Off-Campus 71 28 70 3.64 79 21 170 1.42 
Family Type: 
Academic 60 40 285 I 76 24 157 Non-Acad. 63 37 347 3.40 I 77 23 211 .047 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 64 36 246 . 70 30 71 
Poor 60 40 233 2.01 l 77 23 382 1.28 
~Data compiled from Item 4 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 3 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
°Colurrns: (1) 2.6 or above, (2) Below 2.6. 
*Chi Square P < .05 bettveen each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 10 
Number ~~d Percentage of Upper Classroen, Lm•er Classmen, and Unclassified Students Wno 
Responded to the Two Questionnaires, &~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 ! 1971 
Categories 1b 2 3 ~J Chi Sq. I 1 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 51% 44% 5% 634 ! I 4-7% 46% 7% 584 4.36 
:Hen 50 46 , 284 I 40 52 7 324 "-
Women 52 42 4 349 5.44 i 55 38 7 260 12.44* 
Liberal Arts 64 34 0 278 56 43 1 259 
Professional 37 53 1 265 41.46* 24 54 22 159 76.49* 
Upper Classmen 0 99 0 281 0 100 0 268 
Lm-;er Classmen 98 0 0 353 *** 100 0 0 274 *** 
Upper G.P.A. 46 51 1 352 I 37 53 9 342 Lo>-rer G.P .A. 63 35 9 187 21.78* 51 44 5 110 6. 72* 
I 
57 41 2 557 I 61 37 , 385 On-Campus I "-Off-Campus 20 69 11 71 5l.93* 20 63 18 200 113.85* 
Family Type: 
Academic 50 43 4 283, I 54 41 5 235 Non-Acad. 51 45 2 344 2.29 42 so 8 253 7 .10* 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 53 44 1 244 I 61 36 3 98 
Poor 52 43 3 232 3.50 I 44 48 8 487 10.76* 
aData compiled from Item 6 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 4 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Upper classmen, (2) Lmv-er classmen, (3) Unclassified. ~ 
*Chi Square P <.OS between each pair of categories. O:l 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 11 
Nuwber and Percentage of Students from the Various University of the Pacific Schools and Colleges 
vfuo Responded to the ~NO Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Hen 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lm.;;er Glassman 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lm.;er G.P .A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
1969 1971 
lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 N Chi Sq.l 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 N Chi Sq. 
50% 9% 2% 1% 9% 10% 16% 3% 764 147% 9% 11% 7% 6% 6% 15% 3% 578 10.43 
52 
51 
100 
0 
L;9 
59 
55 
65 
9 
9 
0 
0 
9 
6 
0 
0 
53 9 
37 12 
56 10 
!+7 8 
55 5 
48 13 
2 
2 
0 
0 
1 
4 
2 
0 
3 
0 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 9 2 16 
2 10 18 6 
0 0 0 0 
0 28 32 29 
0 8 17 14 
4 11 6 7 
0 14 12 11 
0 5 10 11 
2 10 12 8 
0 8 9 25 
1 7 11 8 
1 11 11 12 
1 8 11 11 
1 10 11 9 
7 324 140 
0 420 87.52* 50 
10 10 
7 12 
7 
8 
2 
5 
2 21 
11 7 
5 
0 
327 
260 53.57* 
0 285 
9 257 
100 
*** l 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 0 0 0 259 
0 13 21 55 11 160 *** 
4 342 I 42 7 12 
6 369 52.25* 53 12 12 
2 424 
6 219 1.70 
49 
48 
1 15 
0 10 
7 
9 
2 
1 
3 652 
5 85 33.17 
48 11 15 8 
38 5 3 6 
2 336 
4 402 13.08 
48 14 9 10 
43 6 11 5 
2 285 150 
2 265 13.70 .43 
8 19 
9 9 
7 
8 
2 
5 
5 
4 
5 22 
3 3 
9 17 
3 26 
4 3 8 
3 12 28 
4 5 6 
L~ 6 21 
2 
4 
2 10 
7 16 
3 270 
3 275 52.21* 
2 345 
9 109 21.84* 
3 387 
3 201 85. 77* 
2 237 
3 254 33.20* 
l 100 
3 488 16.03* 
aData comniled from Item 7-8 of the 1969 auesticnnaire and Item 5 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcollliuns:. (1) College of the Pacific, (2) -Raymond College, (3) Covell College, -(4) Callison College, 
(5) Conservatory of Music, (6) School of Education, (7) School of Pharmacy, (8) School of Engineering. 
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 12 
Highest Level of Education of the Students' Fathers, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
-
1969 1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
Total 4% 22% 18% 27% 25% 628 I 6% 25% 17% 28% 24% 573 3.78 I 
Men 3 26 19 23 26 285 
7 .103* I 7 28 19 23 23 318 \~omen 4 19 18 31 25 342 6 22 15- 34 24 255 9.97* 
Liberal Arts 2 20 16 29 31 279 5 23 15 31 27 254 
Professional 7 29 21 23 19 252 22 .98* 9 34 20 23 14 155 18.05* 
Upper Classmen 7 24 22 23 23 276 7 26 19 27 21 261 
Lotv-er C1assmen 2 22 16 31 27 323 15.65* l 3 24 15 31 27 270 7.87 Upper G.P.A. 5 24 18 28 23 348 7 27 19 25 22 335 I Loc..,.er G.P .A. 4 23 19 25 26 189 lo4l 7 26 23 26 18 106 1.50 
On-Ca."":lpus 3 22 19 29 27 550 3 23 16 31 26 382 
Off-Campus 14 31 24 17 15 72 24.85* 13 30 18 21 18 192 29.21* 
Family Type: 
Academic 1 11 14 31 41 285 I 0 1 ..... 45 51 237 
I 
:J 
Non.Acad. 7 33 23 23 12 337 105.6* 11 43 23 19 4 248 283.97* 
H. S. Counsel: I 
"' . 5 26 21 25 2') 24L} 24 17 30 23 96 uooa I ~ Poor 4 21 18 27 28 224 4.07 25 17 28 24 478 .283 
aData compiled from Item 16 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 9 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Elementary School~ (2) High School, (3) Junior College, technical, or trade, 
(4) Graduated from college, (5) Earned a graduate degree. Vl 0 
*Chi Square P < .05 betv7een each pair of categories. 
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Table 13 
The lfajor Types of Employment in Which the Fathers of the Students Here Engaged, 
Numbers and Percentages f~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 N Chi Sq. ! 1 I. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 N Chi Sq. 
Total 55% 14% 8% 6% 1% 3% 1% 4% 4% 626 53% 15% 7% 7% 3% 4% 0% 3% 7% 550 7.72 
Men 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
53 15 7 6 
56 13 9 6 
61 14 6 
44 28 11 
6 
7 
Upper C1assmen 50 16 10 6 
L~Ner Classmen 57 14 8 5 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lo-wer G. P .A. 
On-Ca.mpus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
54 15 7 
53 15 10 
6 
8 
58 13 9 5 
44 12 8 15 
1 2 0 6 
1 3 1 3 
0 1 1 3 
1 5 0 5 
1 4 0 7 
1 2 1 3 
1 4 
1 0 
1 3 
1 6 
1 4 
0 6 
1 5 
0 6 
5 281 
3 )l~5 7 o45 
3 276 
5 256 22.99* 
3 275 
5 323 8.40 
4 349 
4 184 10.40 
4 537 
1 72 17.24* 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
lOG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 26 16 11 2 6 1 
0 0 288 
9 8 333 *i.:* 
H .. S. Co-r.:nsel: 
51 17 
56 13 
7 
7 
7 
8 
55 16 6 7 
41 17 11 12 
50 16 
57 15 
48 14 
52 20 
8 10 
6 5 
9 10 
5 7 
57 16 6 6 
46 14 9 11 
4 3 1 
1 4 1 
1 5 
5 1 
4 
2 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
1 
0 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
4 
3 1 
3 2 
100 0 0 0 0 0 
0 33 16 15 6 7 
0 
2 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
3 
6 301 
7 249 8.26 
7 243 
8 151 21.98* 
6 251 
7 259 7.45 
7 318 
8 106 11.72 
6 369 
8 182 14.76 
0 0 237 
7 14 252 *** 
Good 
Poor 
53 14 10 6 1 3 0 5 2 240 l 54 14 9 8 4 3 2 3 3 93 
54 12 a 6 1 3 2 s 4 228 6.29 I 53 15 7 1 3 3 1 3 7 458 4.90 
~Data compiled frrnn Item 11-12 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 6 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
°Colurrrrts: (1) Professional, technical, managerial~ (2) Clerical, sales, (3) Services, (4) Farming, etc., Vt 
(5) Processing, (6) ¥..achine trades~ (7) Bench -work~ (8) Structural, (9) Miscella,."'leous. ~ ... 
*Chi Square P<.OS between each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 14 
Highest Level of Education of the Students' Mothers, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. l 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
Total 3"' /o 29% 28% 29% 8% 636 6% 33% 24~~ 29% 9% 559 . 7.39 
:Hen 5 33 30 24 5 287 6 39 22 25 8 312 
Women 2 25 27 33 11 3!.8 17.09* I 5 25 26 34 11 247 14.29* Liberal Arts 3 26 28 32 8 283 29 26 30 248 I 3 11 Professional 3 33 32 23 7 245 4.23 9 4.3 22 21 5 152 16.88* 
Upper Classmen 3 ...... .JL. 30 26 6 276 6 37 22 26 9 255 
Lower Classmen 4 25 28 31 10 330 6.86 I 3 27 27 33 10 263 10 .30* 
Upper G.P.A. 4 26 29 31 7 350 4 34 27 27 9 327 
Lower G.P.A. 4 33 31 22 8 193 6.26 9 42 24 20 5 104 7.48 
On-Campus 3 28 29 32 8 558 3 28 26 33 10 377 
Off-Campus 9 39 31 19 3 70 12.84* 10 42 19 22 7 183 25.29* 
Family Type: 
Academic 1 22 29 34 12 286 I 1g 13 23 47 17 231 Non-Aced. 6 35 28 24 6 344 J .. -'....t.. 44 24 20 2 241 *** 4"·-""' 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 3 33 30 25 7 245 I .] 28 23 ~1 11 94 l 
_ _._ 
Poor 3 28 26 ':)~ 10 230 3. 89 5 33 24 29 9 466 2.06 _,..!_ 
aDeta compiled from Item 17 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 10 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bColumns: (l) Elewentary School, (2) High School, (3) Junior College, technical, or trade, 
{4) Graduated from college, (5) Earned a graduate degreG. I.J1 ~ 
i:Chi Square P < .05 betv.veen each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 15 
The Major Types of Employment in lf1hich the Hothers of the Students Were Engaged, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories 1b 2 3 4 5 6 1 N Chi Sq. j 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Chi Sq. 
Total 17% 14% 3% 0% 0% 60% 3/~ 658 19% 12% 2% 2% 0% 60% 4% 569 11.82 
Hen 17 13 2 0 0 65 2 289 18 13 2 2 1 60 4 313 
Homen 17 13 .... 0 0 61 3 ')t:;k 5.056 21 12 2 1 0 60 4 256 2.36 .) ... >...J-
Liberal Arts 18 14 2 0 0 74 2 255 16 11 2 2 0 65 4. 253 
Professional 15 16 3 0 0 57 4 268 7.92 18 16 3 3 2 53 6 156 11.45 
Upper Classmen 17 17 4 0 0 57 3 291 21 15 2 2 0 56 5 255 
Lm..:rer C1assmen 17 12 1 0 0 63 3 337 10.54 18 11 2 2 0 64 4 270 4.16 
Upper G.P.A. 17 15 2 0 1 61 3 365 19 11 2 2 0 61 5 332 
Lo-wer G.P .A. 13 15 3 0 0 62 4 198 4.44 15 17 3 3 3 56 4 107 13.01* 
On-Campus 17 14 3 0 1 59 6 588 I 18 11 2 1 1 63 4 380 Off-Campus 22 15 0 0 0 60 2 78 5.586 21 15 3 ") 1 53 5 190 6.23 .J 
Family Type: 
Academic 19 8 1 0 0 68 2 300 l 26 7 0 0 0 64 2 234 Non-Acad. 15 20 3 0 0 54 " 355 *** 14 18 3 2 1 56 5 248 *** .) 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good· 18 14 1 0 0 61 3 255 I 18 13 4 2 0 60 3 96 Poor 15 1 ' 3 0 1 60 2 239 1.70 19 12 2 2 1 60 4 474 3.45 ~"f 
aData compiled from Item 13-14 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 7 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (l) Professional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical, sales, (3) Services, 
(4) Processing, (5) Bench work, (6) Housewife, (7) Hiscellaneous. Vl c...> 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet"tv-een each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
ii 
Table 16 
Esti~ated Yearly Income of the Families From w~ich the Students Come, Numbers 
and Percer.tages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 i 1971 
Categories 1b 2 1-.J Ch:!. Sq. I 1 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 20% 80% 515 564 I 24% 76% 2.84 
Hen 22 78 254 29 71 310 
Homen 17 83 261 1.89 19 81 254 7.75* 
Liberal Arts 14 86 228 17 83 251 
Professional 22 78 250 4.49* 
I 
34 66 155 15.22* 
Upper Classmen 23 77 238 24 76 259 
Lov1er Classmen 17 83 249 2. 97 24 76 264 .039 
Upper G.P.A. 22 78 281 I 26 74 332 Lower G.P.A. 13 87 158 5.50* 29 71 104 .429 
0:!1-Cas.pus 19 81 446 22 78 372 
Off-Campus 26 74 70 1.93 30 70 192 5.19* 
Family Type: 
At:aden:i.c 7 93 162 I 7 93 229 Non-Acad. 28 72 327 26.55* 38 62 247 68.10* 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 23 77 197 I 30 70 94 Poor ,_, 83 187 1.96 23 77 470 1.72 J..l 
aData compiled from Item 15 of the 1969 questionnaire arid Item 8 of the 1971 
questionpaire. 
ncolumns: (1) Less than $10,000, (2) $10,000 or more. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 17 
Ho\v the Students Rated Counseling TI:1ey Had Received in High School Concerning College 
Plans, Numbers and Percentages f...rialyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories lb 
Total 54% 
Men 53 
Women 56 
Liberal Arts 56 
Professional 57 
Upper Classmen 54 
LovJer Classmen 54 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lm.rer G.P .A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
56 
56 
54 
61 
52 
56 
97 
0 
2 
33% 
32 
33 
34 
31 
29 
36 
31 
32 
34 
23 
35 
30 
1 
13 
3 
3% 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
2 
2 
5 
4 
6 
5 
2 
0 
9 
1969 
4 
7% 
10 
5 
4 
9 
9 
5 
8 
4 
8 
10 
5 
9 
0 
16 
N 
635 
282 
352 
279 
255 
276 
329 
352 
190 
560 
69 
287 
343 
244 
233 
Chi Sq, 
4.069 
4.25 
9.63* 
6.43 
4.067 
7.56 
*** 
1 
51% 
49 
54 
56 
52 
45 
58 
50 
58 
54 
45 
50 
53 
68 
47 
2 
34% 
35 
32 
32 
34 
36 
32 
34 
30 
34 
34 
34 
33 
23 
36 
3 
6% 
6 
5 
4 
6 
7 
3 
6 
8 
4 
9 
5 
5 
3 
7 
1971 
4 
9% 
10 
9 
8 
8 
11 
7 
10 
4 
8 
11 
11 
10 
5 
10 
N 
586 
325 
261 
239 
159 
269 
274 
343 
110 
386 
201 
238 
252 
98 
489 
Chi Sq. 
4.83 
1.74 
.716 
12 .95* 
5.43* 
9.57* 
.313 
*** 
aData compiled from Item 20 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item ll of the 1971 questionnaire. 
°Colu~ills: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn't seek 
counseling. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 18 
Hm~ the Students Rated the Counseling They Hac Received in High School Concerning Personal-
Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories2 
·--
1969 1971 
Cc.tegories 1b 2 "" 4 N Chi Sq. 1 " 3 '· N Chi Sq. .) L. ..,. 
Total 16% 18% 9% 55% 642 17% 17% 5% 53~' 578 5.31 
Hen 15 22 10 50 289 16 22 14 48 319 
Women 17 14 7 60 352 11.74* I 1s 12 12 58 259 11.58* 
Liberal Arts 20 19 7 52 284 1 19 16 12 53 254 
Professional 18 17 9 53 251 1.24 I 9 25 18 48 159 12.83* 
I 
Upper C1assmen 14 17 9 57 280 1 13 19 15 52 265 
Lower Classmen 19 18 9 52 332 2.61 I zz 16 9 53 270 11.49* 
I Upper G.P.A. 17 16 8 57 355 I 15 19 14 52 338 
Lower G.P.A. 19 21 10 l.}7 192 c 6 .OS 19 16 16 50 109 1.69 
On-Campus 18 17 9 56 565 19 15 10 55 381 
Off-Campus 11 25 10 54 71 4.02 13 22 18 47 198 13 .95* 
Family Type: 
Academic 18 18 11 50 287 1 18 13 12 56 234 
Non-Acad. 15 17 6 59 348 7.12 I 17 22 12 49 249 6.04 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 39 7 3 49 247 1100 0 0 0 98 
Poor 0 26 16 56 231+ *** I 0 21 16 63 481 **>'': 
aData compiled from Item 21 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 12 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn~t seek VI 
1-' counse ...... ng. C'\ 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet;;.;een each pair of categories. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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Table 19 
Hmv the Students Rated. the Counseling Received in High School Concerning Occupational-
Vocational Plans, Numbers a~d Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 r Chi Sq. J 1 2 3 4 N Chi Sq. -~ 
130% Total 39% 31% 5% 22% 638 33% 8% 29% 582 18.84** 
Hen 40 35 4 18 286 28 35 8 29 324 
q ;-;omen 39 28 5 25 351 6.96 33 30 9 29 258 2.27 
Liberal Arts 45 31 4 18 282 32 35 7 27 257 
Professional 41 32 5 20 255 1.06 35 33 8 24 159 1.09 
Upper Classmen 44 28 5 23 278 30 33 7 2 268 
Lm-1er Classmen 40 34 5 19 330 3.39 . 31 32 7 30 272 .05 
Upper G.P.A. 41 28 5 23 352 32 35 7 26 341 
Lower G.P.A. 44 37 5 12 191 l.l.83* 38 27 9 27 109 3.14 
On-Campus 40 33 5 22 562 30 31 7 31 385 
Off-Campus 44 21 9 26 70 4.92 30 37 10 24 198 4.56 
Family Type: 
Academic 38 31 7 23 283 I 24 31 8 38 237 
Non-Acad. 42 31 3 21 347 4.50 34 36 6 25 250 12.04 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 90 3 0 l+ 245 I 46 31 7 16 98 
Poor 0 58 10 31 234 
*** 
27 34 8 31 485 *** 
aData compiled from Item 22 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 13 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bColuwns: (l) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, {3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn;t seek 
VI 
counseling. ""-1 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of. categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this category. 
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF TI:IE COUNSELING AND ADVISING 
PROGRAH AT UNIVERSITY OF TI-IE PACIFIC 
The tabulated data of Table 20 reveal that in 1969, 72 percent 
58 
of the students had sought counseling and advising concerning occupa-
tional-vocational problems ,14 The data suggests that oignif:i.cantly more 
women sought help than did men, more professional school t~tudents than 
liberal arts, more upper d1.v:tslon students than lm·mr division, more 
off-·campus students than on-campus, and more students \vho said they had 
had good high school counseling than those \vho had had poor counseling. 
Table 21 reveals that of the group of students \..rho had sought occupa-
tional-vocational counseling in 1969, nearly t\..ro-thirds (63%) judged it 
to be helpful. The groups judging it to be most helpful were the off-
campus students (78%) and the pl~ofessional students (71%). 
Ten percentl5 fe~·.rer students "rere. found to be seeking oecupa·-
tional-vocational help in 1971 than in 1969. Of this group of students 
~-1ho "Jere seeking help in 1971, 57 percent considered what they received 
to be helpful.l6 The results also revealed that whereas several signif-
icant differences were observed in 1969 as noted above, a di.fference Has 
seen only between one category--liberal arts students and professional 
J.'l 
-'Data for this secU.on are taken from Tables 20 through 25, 
pp. 60-65. 
14This figure was arrived at by adding 45 percent and 27 percent 
in the row labeled Total, Table 20, 
15This Hgure 'vas arrived at by finding in the row labeled Total, 
Table 20, the difference bet,.;een the sums of columns 1 and 2 under 1969 
and eolumns 1 and 2 under 1971. 
16see Table 21. 
59 
students--i.n 1971. There was no chanse i.n the number of liberal arts 
students who sought help, but for professional school students there was 
a drop from 80 percent to 56 percent.l7 
Seeking help concerning social--personal problems vlere· 31 percent 
18 of the sample in 1969 and 25 percent in 1971. Nore •~omen sought this 
kind of help in 1969 than did men, but: no difference was seen in l97L 
Table 24 will revee.l that of those who sought this kind of help, 
slightly more than two-thi.rds (67%) were satisfied in 1969 and 
59 percent ~wre satisfied t\<10 years later. The data in Ta}:>le 23 -vrould 
indicate that :i.n 19 71 fewer students are seeking help with social-
personal problems. 
In response to a question in the 1971 questionnaire asking 
studc:mts Hhether or. not they had desired more help than they had been 
able to obtain, 52 percent responded 11Yes 11 for occupational-vocational 
planning19 and 23 percent Baid 11Yes 11 for social-personal problems. 20 
Those who indicated the greatest need for occ.upational-vocat:i.onal 
counseling \vere 58 percent of the women, 65 percent of the liberal arts 
students, 56 percent of the. residence hall students and 62 percent of 
those who had felt they had had good high school counseling. Of the 
I 
group ~o1ishing more help vlith social-personal problems, the greatest need 
seemed to be among students who had received good high school counseling 
(36%) and among students wi.th lov1 G.P .A.'s (31%). 
-------·--
17This Hgure was arrived at by finding ia the rmo1 labeled 
Professional, Table 20, the difference between the sums of columns 1 
and 2 under 1969 and colunms 1 and 2 under 1971. 
18nwse tHo figures \<lere found by addi.ng in the rmo1 labeled Total, 
Table 23, columns 1 and 2 under 1969 and columns 1 and 2 under 1971. 
19see Table 22. 2°see Table 25. 
Table 20 
How the Students Rated the Counseling Qnd Advising They Had Received at University 
of the Pacific Concerning Occup~tional-Vocational Plans, Numbers and 
Percentages &1alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Nen 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lmver Classmen 
Upper G.P.!"l.~p 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-C~11pus 
Off-Campus 
Family T-ype: 
Academic 
Non-Acad: 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
45% 
39 
51 
39 
57 
50 
41 
47 
45 
44 
60 
41 
50 
53 
42 
2 
27% 
27 
26 
35 
23 
26 
27 
29 
31 
28 
16 
30 
24 
25 
29 
1969 
3 
26% 
32 
21 
24 
19 
21 
29 
21 
22 
27 
23 
...,.., 
LJ 
24 
20 
27 
N 
639 
289 
3sv 
284 
255 
278 
331 
353 
193 
563 
71 
2n-o.) 
348 
247 
234 
Chi Sq. 
:.z .02* 
18.41* 
6.44* 
.977 
7.15* 
5.09 
6.80* 
1 
36% 
35 
38 
40 
39 
41 
32 
42 
36 
34 
40 
33 
39 
41 
35 
2 
26% 
24 
28 
23 
17 
28 
26 
27 
29 
27 
23 
26 
28 
35 
24 
3 
38% 
31 
34 
27 
44 
32 
42 
--~ 
..).1. 
35 
38 
37 
41 
34 
24 
41 
1971 
N 
583 
323 
260 
258 
158 
266 
274 
341 
109 
386 
198 
237 
250 
98 
486 
Chi Sq. 
22.54** 
3.86 
18.12* 
7.00 
1.30 
2.12 
3.02 
10.04 
~Data compiled from Item 23 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 14 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not Helpful, (3) This kind of Counseling or advising not sought. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P < .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 21 
How the Students ~fuo Had Sought Counseling and Advising at University of the Pacific 
Concerning Occupational-Vocational Plans Rated the Help Received, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 N Chi Sq. 
! Total 6'>"'' 36% 468 57% 43% 351 2.79 J/o 
:Hen 59 40 194 60 40 189 
'ivomen 65 34 ?71. _,..,. 2.01 57 43 172 .293 
Liberal Arts 52 47 214 54 46 188 
Professional 71 29 206 16 .07* 69 31 88 5.62* 
Upper Classmen 65 35 207 59 41 182 
Lo-v1er Class:::nen 60 40 23~ .. 1 "l 1 ..L•..l...&.. 55 45 159 .740 
Upper G.P.A. 61 39 275 61 '"'0 J./ 234 
Lower G.P.A. 57 43 114 .847 55 45 71 .864 
On-Campus 61 39 410 I 56 44 238 Off-Campus 78 22 55 6.16* ! 64 36 124 2.05 
Family Type: 
Academic 57 43 206 I 56 44 140 Non-Acad.. 67 33 259 4.74* 58 42 166 .229 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 68 32 195 
I 54 46 74 I 
Poor 59 41 167 3.11 ! 60 40 288 .779 j 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful. (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P < .05 ~between each pair of categories • 
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Table 22 
Number and Percentage of Students ~llio Said They Desired or Did Not Desire 
Hore Help with Occupational-Vocational Planning Than They Had Been 
Able to Get, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 52% 48% 574 
Hen 47 53 320 
vi omen 58 42 254 7.36* 
Liberal Arts 65 35 253 
Professional 36 64 159 32.47* 
upper Classmen 51 L-,9 264 
Lm.;rer Classmen 56 44 268 1.45 
Upper G.P.A. 53 47 339 
Lower G.P.A. 61 39 108 1.97 
On-Campus 56 44 378 
Off-Campus 44 56 197 8.36* 
Family Type: 
Acade::nic 52 48 233 
Non-Acad. 51 49 248 .116 
lL S. Counsel: 
Good 62 38 98 
Poor 50 so 477 4. 96i~ 
aData compiled from Item 15 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not 
included, in the 1969 questionnaire. 
°Colwm•s: (1) Have desired more help. (2) Have not desired ~ore help. 
*Chi Square P<.OS between each pair of categories. 
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T~ble 23 
Hmv the Students Rated the Counseling artd Advising They Had Received at University 
of the Pacific Concerning Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 l 
Categories ]_b 2 3 N. Chi Sq. I 1 2 3 N Chi Sq. I 
Total 21% 10% 66% 638 I 15% 10% 74% 582 19 .19** 
I 
}fen 15 13 68 288 I 16 10 73 322 Women 26 8 65 350 12.12* I 14 11 75 260 .764 
I 
Liberal Arts 18 10 70 282 16 11 73 259 
Professional 21 8 69 258 1.50 14 8 79 159 1.87 
Upper Classmen 20 10 69 280 18 10 72 266 
Lower Classmen ?" __ .:; 10 65 33!. .926 15 10 75 273 1.14 
Upper G.P.A. 17 9 71 354 14 10 76 342 
Lower G.P.A. 20 13 64 192 3.153 15 13 72 110 .851 
On-Campus 23 11 66 563 16 10 74 384 
Off-Campus 16 7 75 70 2.69 14 12 74 199 .714 
Family Type: 
Academe 22 10 66 285 I 17 8 76 235 Non-Acad. 20 10 67 348 3.66 14 12 73 252 3.11 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 22 8 67 246 I 19 12 69 99 Poor 18 12 67 233 2.61 15 10 75 48l, 1.87 
aData co~piled from Item 24 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 16 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumr~s: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) This kind of counseling or advising not sought. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 beb>"een the totals for 1969 and 197L 
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Table 24 
How the Students h~o Had Sought Counseling and Advising at University of the Pacific 
Concerning Personal-Social Probleu-.s Rated the Help Received, Numbers 
Categories 
Total 
Hen 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
lb 
67% 
54 
76 
62 
71 
66 
69 
67 
62 
67 
70 
69 
66 
74 
62 
1969 
2 
33% 
46 
24 
38 
29 
34 
31 
33 
38 
33 
30 
31 
34 
26 
38 
N Ch.i Sq. 
208 
88 
120 . 11.29* 
82 
78 1.36 
86 
112 • 253 
98 
86 • 4 75 
191 
17 .090 
95 
112 .271 
78 
74 2.61 
1 
59% 
62 
56 
60 
65 
64 
59 
59 
55 
62 
55 
68 
54 
61 
59 
1971 
2 
41% 
38 
44 
40 
35 
36 
41 
41 
45 
38 
45 
32 
46 
39 
41 
N 
150 
86 
64 
70 
34 
75 
68 
83 
31 
100 
51 
56 
67 
31 
100 
Chi Sq. 
2.40 
.439 
.214 
.403 
.163 
• 706 
2.53 
.046 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data a~alyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P <. 05 between each pair of categories • 
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Table 25 
Number and Percentage of Students Hho Said They Desired or Did Not Desire 
Hore Help with Personal-Social Problems Than They Had Been Able to 
Get, ~~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 23% 77% 556 
Hen 23 77 311 
l.J'omen 22 78 245 .013. 
Liberal Arts 23 77 247 
Professional 19 81 155 2.97 
Upper Classmen 20 80 254 
Lower Classmen 25 75 260 1.52 
Upper G.P.A. 21 79 325 
Lm-1er G.P .A. ~, .).._ 69 106 4.64* 
On-Camp;.;s 22 78 366 
Off-Campus 25 75 191 .89 
Family Type: 
Academic 22 78 228 
Non-Acad. 23 77 235 .026 
H.S. Counsel 
Good 36 64 97 
Poor 20 80 460 11. 77* 
aData compiled from Item 17 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not 
included in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Have desired more help, (2) Have not desired more help. 
*Chi Square P < .05 betl~Teen each pair of categories. 
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The data in Table 27 vTill. reveal that of those who had sought 
their advisors 1 help in 1969, 84 percent said the advisors were easily 
available but in 19 7l. the percentage figure t-la.s 76. In both years Homen 
and lmo1er division students rated t:he.:l.r advj_sors 8 to 10 pm:-centage 
points less than d1.d men and upper div:l.sion students. 
Accord:f.ng to Table 29, of those who had seen the:f.r advisors in 
1969 at times other than at registration,22 93 percent sclid they t-1ere 
friendly; hm.;ever 9 in ( 19 71 this percentage figure had changed 
s1.gnificantly to 87. An inspection of the categor:tes into \•Thich the 
data are arranged will reveal that professional school students in 19 71 
and upper G.P.A. students both years sa~7 their adv:I.sors as being mor.e. 
fr:tendly than did liberal arts and lower G .P .A. students. 
Hit.h respect: to knm-Tledgeabilit.y about ac:ademic policy 82 peJ:c.ent 
of those who sought help in 1969 considered their advisors to be 
knowledgeable. ·23 Only a slight drop of 3 pe·rcent tvas experienced :I.n 
19 71. Among those w·ho considet'ed their advisors most knovlledgeable Here 
students from the professional schools and the upper classmen. 
Hith respect to the number of students seeking their advisors' 
help coneerni.ng three kinds of problems-- (1) choice of major, occupat:l.on 
or career, (2) personal or social, and (3) academic or school-related-~· 
no significant difference is seen bett-Teen the totals for the. two years, 
-----~---
2lnata for this section are ~aken from Tables 26 through 40, 
pp. 69-83. 
22Tahle 26 t-lill :reveal that all but 11 percent saw their 
advisors at times other than at registration in 1969 and all but 
16 percent in 1971. 
23see Table 31. 
67 
either :Ln the number seeking help24 or in the overall ratings which 
those students \-Jho sought help gave their advisors. 25 Of those (65% :tn 
1969 and 62% in 1971) 26 who sought their advisors' help concerning 
choi.ce of major, occupation, or career. two-thirds were satisfied 'lolith 
the help recei.ved. 27 There \vere some groups w·ho '1>7ere more satisfied 
than others, these bei.ng students from the professional schools, the 
upper divj.sion? and off-campus. 
Of the 16 percent28 ''"ho sought help each of the two years -v1ith 
social-personal problems, almost two-thirds consfdered it helpful. 29 
As mentioned above there was no difference noted between the two years 
nor between the categories. Concerning school-related or academic 
problems, of the approximately 45 percent30 \vho had sought help during 
the two years, nearly three-fourths31 considered it helpful. There \V'as 
no significant difference noted betHeen the t\-70 years. 
In 1971 stude~ts were asked to rate their advisors on a five 
point scale (l=poor, 2:.:unsatisfactory, 3:.:average, 4:::good, 5"'excellent) 
concerning the three kinds of problems. Since these th:cee quesUons '-1ere 
not includHd in the 1969 questionnaire, no comparison betw·een the two 
24see Tables 32, 3l~, and 36. 25see 'fables 33, 35, and 37. 
26To obtain this figure, add in Table 32, columns 1 and 2, 45% 
and 20% under. 1969, and 41% and 21i~ under 1971. 
27 See Table 33, 
28To obtain this figure, add in Table 3l•, columns 1 and 2 
as above. 
29see Table 35. 
30To obtain th:ls figure, add in Table 36, columns 1 and 2 
as above. 
31see Table 37. 
years can be made. \-lith oceupational-vocational problems and 
decisions 32 the average ra t:ing for advisors \olUS 3. 30. Differing 
signifj_cantly in the ratings of their advisors were the liberal arts 
68 
and professional students with 3.11 and 3.50 respectively and the upper 
and lm.;rer classmen l-lith 3.1f3 and 3.10. Hith personal or social 
probl<.~ms 33 the average student rating for the advisors was 3.08 and tvith 
academic or school .. ·related problems3l+ the average rating was 3.36. With 
these last two kinds of problems no significant dHferences between the 
several categories were noted. 
----------
32see 'fable 38. 33 See Table 39. 'l/ .J+see Table 40. 
Table 26 
The Ease with ifuich Students Said They Ha.d Obtained Appointments ~vith Their Advisors, 
Numbers and Percentages P-...""lalyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Men 
~.Jomen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lo~rer Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lov1er G.P .A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
75% 
77 
69 
73 
72 
83 
64 
72 
72 
73 
84 
73 
74 
74 
69 
2 
14% 
8 
17 
14 
16 
10 
16 
14 
16 
14 
6 
14 
13 
15 
14 
1969 
3 
11% 
12 
10 
12 
11 
5 
16 
12 
10 
12 
8 
10 
11 
9 
14 
"' ~~ 
632 
283 
349 
278 
256 
277 
326 
349 
192 
556 
72 
285 
344 
245 
229 
Chi Sq. 
10 .516* 
.326 
27.877* 
1.061.: 
4.52 
.575 
2.84 
1 2 
64% 20% 
67 17 
60 .· 25 
61 24 
64 21 
71 18 
59 23 
65 22 
59 25 
63 20 
65 20 
65 18 
63 21 
60 23 
65 20 
1971 
3 
16% 
16 
16 
15 
14 
12 
18 
13 
15 
16 
15 
17 
16 
16 
16 
l~ 
580 
324 
256 
257 
160 
266 
271 
342 
110 
381 
200 
236 
250 
98· 
483 
Chi Sq. 
16.12** 
5.27 
.610 
8.75 
1.50 
.21 
.690 
.843 
~Data compiled from Item 25 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 18 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolurms: (1) Easy, (2) Not easy, (3) Have sought advice only at registration time. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P < .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 27 
How Students wno Had Sought Advice at Ti~es Other Than at Registration Rated the Ease 
with wnich They Were Able to Obtain Appointments with Their Advisors, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 84% 16% 557 76% 24% 488 12.08** 
Hen 89 11 248 80 20 272 
Women 79 21 309 .10.41* 71 29 216 5.25* 
Liberal Arts 83 17 24.3 72 28 218 
Professional 81 19 226 .231 75 ?~ _.) 137 .559 
Upper Classmen 88 12 262 80 20 235 
Lower Classmen 79 21 270 7.88* 72 28 222 4.38* 
Upper G.P.A. 83 17 303 75 25 299 
Lo>-ler G.P.A. 81 19 r? 1- .179 70 30 93 .924 
On-Campus 84 16 488 76 24 319 
Off-Campus 92 8 66 3.48 76 24 170 .051 
Family Type: i 
Academic 84 16 252 I 78 22 196 
Non-Acad. 84 16 303 2.02 I 75 25 210 .611 I 
H.S. Counsel: I 
Good 83 17 221 
_j 72 28 82 Poor 82 18 195 3.52 77 23 407 .826 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolurrms: (1) Easy s (2) Not easy. · 
*Chi Square P<.OS between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 28 
The Kind of Relationship the Students Had with Their Advisors~ Nu~ners 
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
I Total 81% 5% 12% 6L~l 75% 11% 14% 575 11.08** 
Men 80 6 12 289 76 11 14 319 
\?omen 80 5 12 352 .203 75 11 14 256 .023 
Liberal Arts 79 5 15 283 69 15 16 255 
Professional 82 6 10 258 2.76 80 6 11 158 6.86* 
Upper Classmen 88 5 6 280 80 10 10 285 
Lm.ver C1assmen 74 6 18 331 22.50* 72 12 16 267 5.88 
Upper G.P.A. 81 4 13 356 79 10 11 342 
Lo-v1er G.P .A. 86 9 12 191 7 .064* 67 20 13 108 8.89* 
On-Campus 81 5 14 565 76 10 13 377 
Off-Campus 86 8 4 71 5.98 I 73 12 15 199 .64 
Family Type: 
Acade::nic 80 t;: 13 288 I 77 11 12 234 .J Non-.Acad. 81 6 11 347 .724 73 10 17 248 1.99 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 84 5 8 246 i 78 11 11 100 I Poor 75 6 17 235 8.255* 75 11 14 476 .846 
aData compiled from Item 26 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 19 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcol~9ns: (1) Friendly, (2) Not friendly, (3) No occasion to see advisor except at . 
-...l 
registration. 1-' 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P < .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table. 29 
The Kind of Relationship That Students ~~o Had Sought Advice at Times Other Than 
at Registration Had with Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 l~ Chi Sq. 
Total 93% 7% 559 I 87% 13% 495 10.76** 
I 
Me!?. 92 8 252 88 12 275 
vlomen 93 7 307 .203 87 13 222 .014 
Liberal Arts 93 7 240 82 18 215 
Professional 93 7 231 .867 91 9 140 5.31* 
Upper Classmen 94 6 263 89 11 239 
Lo~.rer Classmen 91 9 270 1.69 86 14 223 .712 
I 
Upper G.P .A. 95 5 309 I 89 11 303 
Lower G.P.A. 88 12 166 7.06* 77 23 94 8.78* 
On-Campus 94 6 488 88 12 327 
Off-Campus g~ ..L 9 68 .839 86 14 169 .288 
Family Type: 
Academic 93 7 249 I 88 12 205 Non-Acad. 92 8 306 .299 87 13 206 .017 
I 
I 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 96 ~~ 224 I 88 12 89 Poor 91 9 194 .622 87 ~ ~ 407 .019 L .... 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcollli~~s: (1) Friendly, (2) Not friendly. 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet•veen each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P < .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 30 
Students' Perceptions of their Advisors 1 Knc~ledgeability About College Academic Policies 
and Procedcres, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Men 
Homen 
'Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Acadel.'!'?.ic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
,b 
.L. 
77% 
i8 
75 
74 
80 
87 
88 
76 
76 
76 
89 
76 
77 
78 
78 
2 
16% 
13 
17 
14 
16 
9 
22 
19 
17 
17 
6 
15 
16 
., .. 
.i.O 
17 
1969 
3 N Chi Sq. 
.~ ... 1 
6% 64}. 1 
6 
6 
3 
3 
2 
8 
3 
6 
7 
2 
7 
5 
4 
8 
290 
3<;"! J-'-
283 
258 
281 
331 
356 
191 
564 
72 
287 
348 
247 
235 
2.033 
2.66 
32.75* 
1.67 
7.58* 
.971 
I 
l 
I 2.693 
1 
71% 
73 
70 
68 
75 
79 
65 
73 
65 
71 
73 
74 
70 
66 
73 
2 
19% 
18 
20 
20 
18 
15 .. 
23 
20 
26 
19 
18 
17 
19 
26 
17 
1971 
3 
1!"\<U V/o 
10 
10 
11 
7 
5 
13 
7 
9 
10 
10 
9 
10 
8 
10 
N 
576 
320 
256 
256 
160 
266 
266 
434 
109 
377 
200 
233 
250 
97 
480 
Chi Sq. 
7 .18*""~ 
.352 
2.88 
15.87* 
2.63 
.220 
.938 
4.11 
aData compiled from Item 27 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 20 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcclumns: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knmvledgeable, (3) No occasion to find out. 
*Chi Square P< .05 betw·een each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 bet'tveen the totals· for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 31 
How Students ~fuo Had Sought Help Rated Their _Advisors with Respect to Knowledge 
About College Academic Policies and_Procedures, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categor;tes 
Total 
Men 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower C1assmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
82~~ 
85 
80 
78 
80 
89 
75 
80 
81 
82 
92 
83 
82 
82 
81 
1969 
2 
18% 
15 
20 
22 
20 
11 
15 
20 
19 
18 
8 
17 
18 
1 <'> 
-b 
19 
N Chi Sq. 
500 
271 
329 2.01 
268 
249 1.61 
275 
302 20.28* 
342 
179 .57 
525 
70 5.585* 
266 
329 .52 
235 
215 .101 
1 
79% 
80 
78 
77 
92 
84 
74 
78 
72 
79 
81 
81 
79 
72 
81 
1971 
2 
21% 
20 
22 
23 
8 
16 
26 
22 
28 
21 
19 
19 
21 
28 
19 
N 
520 
289 
230 
227 
131 
252 
232 
320 
gq 
340 
180 
213 
224 
89 
431 
Chi Sq. 
2.36 
.318 
12.06* 
6.73* 
1.91 
.216 
.476 
3.70 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (l) Know-ledgeable, (2) Not kno;:.;ledgeable. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 32 
The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concerning Choice of Hajor, Occupation, 
or Career, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Men 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
45% 
44 
46 
41 
53 
53 
38 
47 
45 
45 
50 
47 
44 
50 
39 
2 
20% 
17 
23 
30 
15 
16 
25 
23 
21 
22 
10 
21 
?;' 
-L.· 
17 
24 
1969 
3 
33% 
36 
29 
27 
30 
28 
35 
27 
32 
33 
38 
30 
34 
29 
35 
N 
638 
288 
350 
283 
256 
278 
331 
354 
192 
563 
70 
285 
348 
245 
233 
Chi Sq. 
5,251 
18.70* 
16.179* 
.582 
5.64 
1.078 
I 
7fl46* I 
1 
Lfl% 
40 
42 
41 
47 
49 
31 
47 
34 
37 
50 
37 
43 
41 
41 
2 
21% 
18 
24 
29 
14 
17 
27 
22 
28 
24 
15 
20 
21 
30 
19 
1971 
3 
38% 
42 
33 
30 
39 
34 
24 
31 
39 
40 
35 
42 
35 
28 
40 
N 
579 
322 
257 
258 
158 
264 
271 
342 
109 
382 
198 
235 
251 
99 
481 
Chi Sq. 
3.32 
4.99 
12 .82* 
18.91* 
5.54 
11.09* 
2.49 
8.03* 
aData compiled from Item 28 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 21 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolu~<s: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for this kind of help. 
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 33 
How Students \~no Had Sought Help Rated Th~ir Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness 
Concerning Choice of Major, Occupation, or Career, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categor_ies lb 2 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 N Chi Sq. 
J 
I 
Total 68% 32% 425 ! 66% 34% 359 .516 
I Nen 71 29 180 69 :n 188 {<Jomen 66 34 245 1.27 64 36 171 .952 
Liberal Arts 57 43 204 59 41 181 
Professional 77 23 177 18.19* 77 23 97 9.78* 
Upper Classmen 76 24 198 75 25 174 
Lower Classmen 60 40 211 12.67* 53 46 157 15.35* 
Upper G.P.A. 66 34 252 68 32 235 
Lm.;er G.P .A. 67 33 131 .632 55 45 67 3.80 
On.-Campus 67 33 380 61 39 231 
Off-Campus 83 17 43 4.967* 77 23 129 9.66* 
Family Type: 
Academic 69 31 197 I 65 35 136 Non-Acad. 68 32 227 .482 I 67 33 162 .219 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 74 26 171 58 42 71 
Poor 62 38 150 5.57* 69 31 289 2.96 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bColurrr.s: (l) Helpful~ (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Sq. P< .OS between each pair of categories. 
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Table 34 
The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors! Help Concerning Personal-Social Problems, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 
I 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 10% 6% 84% 639 l 10% 6% 84% 572 .679 I 
Hen 8 7 82 288 9 7 84 319 
T,Jomen 11 5 82 -:tC:"' -...>..!. 2.503 11 4 85 253 2.51 
Liberal Arts 9 8 81 281 9 6 86 251 
Professional 11 4 84 258 4.951 9 4 87 159 .684 
Upper Classmen 11 7 79 280 13 8 80 263 
Lov1er Classmen 9 5 84 330 2.54 8 5 87 265 5.19 
Upper G.P.A. 8 8 83 354 10 6 8l} 337 
Lo·wer G.P .A. 11 7 79 191 1.346 6 6 88 108 1.84 
On-Campus 11 6 83 564 10 5 85 376 
Off-Campus 12 8 77 71 1.31 11 8 82 197 1.78 
Fav..ily Type: 
Academic 10 5 83 286 I 11 3 86 233 Non-Aca.d. 11 7 80 348 .662 10 7 83 248 3.44 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 13 7 78 247 I 12 9 78 97 I 
Poor lfl 
-·"' 
7 81 234 4.01 I 9 5 85 476 3.35 
aData compiled from Item 29 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 23 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bco1unn1s: (1) Helpful~ (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for this kind of help. 
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Table 35 
How the Students V.T..r10 Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness 
Concerning Personal-Social Prob1e~s. Numbers and Percentages 
P~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categor.ies lb 2 N Chi Sq. I l 2 N Chi Sq. i 
Total 62% 38% 113 ! 63% 37% 91 .008 
Hen 54 46 .;:~ _,J. 56 44 52 
Women 69 31 62 2.5 72 28 39 2.45 
Liberal Arts 50 50 51 61 39 36 
Professional 72 28 40 4.39* 70 30 20 .442 
Upper Classmen 60 40 55 62 38 53 
Lo'i-rer Classmen 66 34 50 .403 65 35 34 .053 
Upper G.P.A. 60 40 55 62 38 53 
Lower G.P.A. 62 38 37 1.4 46 54 13 1.12 
On-Campus 63 38 96 65 35 55 
Off-Campus 62 38 16 0.0 58 42 36 .471 
Family Type: 
Academic 66 34 48 ! 76 24 33 Non-Acad. 60 40 64 .387 58 42 43 2.57 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 65 35 52 I 57 43 21 Poor 59 41 42 • 341 64 36 70 .352 
~his table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P < . 05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 36 
The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors 7 Help Concerning Academic or School-Related 
Proble1r..s, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Hen 
Women 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Louer Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lmve r G. P • A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Canpus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
32% 
34 
32 
28 
34 
35 
30 
29 
33 
32 
47 
31 
33 
~0 
..J_, 
27 
2 
11% 
12 
11 
13 
11 
12 
10 
9 
17 
12 
12 
12 
11 
10 
13 
1969 I 
3 
53% 
53 
55 
57 
53 
50 
58 
59 
48 
56 
39 
54 
54 
48 
58 
N 
637 
288 
349 
280 
258 
281 
328 
352 
192 
561 
72 
286 
348 
245 
233 
Chi Sq. 
.499 
2.28 
2.70 
10.55* 
7.60* 
• 307 
8.91* 
1 
35% 
34 
34 
30 
32 
40 
32 
33 
36 
35 
36 
34 
34 
36 
35 
2 
13% 
13 
13 
16 
13 
15 
12 
13 
19 
11 
17 
14 
13 
20 
12 
1971 
3 
52% 
51 
53 
54 
54 
45 
55 
54 
45 
54 
47 
52 
53 
44 
53 
N 
575 
319 
256 
256 
157 
264 
268 
338 
109 
377 
199 
235 
247 
96 
480 
Chi Sq. 
.999 
.480 
.460 
5.89 
3.53 
5.40 
.051 
5.52 
aData compiled from Item 30 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 25 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for this kind of help. 
*Chi Square P <.OS between eac...;. pair of categories. 
-~ . . . ~· nM"'j"lj'l"\"r·w '"1\ ...... ~"'~ .. 
II II 
"'-J 
1.0 
Table 37 
Hov; the Students ~Tho Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors with Respect to 
Helpfulness Concerning Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers 
and Percentages ~~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 ! 1971 
Categor;tes lb 2 N Chi Sq. l 1 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 73% 27% 289 73% 27% 277 .043 
Hen 74 26 135 74 26 157 
Women 73 ?-
-1 154 1.80 72 28 120 .169 
Liberal Arts 68 32 119 66 34 118 
Professional 75 25 120 1.40 71 29 72 .459 
Upper C1assmen 74 26 136 73 27 146 
Lower C1assmen 73 27 137 1.04 73 28 120 .003 
Upper G.P.A. 76 24 140 72 28 157 
Lower G.P.A. 65 35 99 39.81* 
I 
65 35 6f' 1.01 
On-Campus 73 27 245 76 24 127 
Off-Campus 79 21 43 4.01* I 68 32 106 2.25 
Farrd.1y Type: 
Academic 72 28 130 I 72 28 113 Non-Acad. 75 25 157 .299 73 27 117 .026 
H.S. Counsel: 
I Good 79 21 125 65 35 54 Poor 67 33 95 3.93* 76 24 222 2.63 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and 
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
~ C) 
0 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 38 
Hm1T Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning Their Help 
~:ith Occupational-Vocational Problems and Decisions, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to Several. Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Men 
Womer, 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lot·Jer Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lo-v1er G .P. A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
1b 
7% 
6 
7 
11 
2 
5 
10 
6 
6 
8 
5 
7 
7 
9 
6 
2 
15% 
14 
15 
18 
12 
12 
18 
1"' 
_.)
20 
16 
13 
13 
16 
23 
13 
3 
3 r:;aJ .Jio 
35 
34 
34. 
36 
32 
36 
34 
39 
35 
33 
38 
30 
30 
35 
4 
29% 
30 
28 
25 
32 
37 
23 
33 
20 
28 
31 
25 
32 
26 
30 
1971 
5 
15% 
15 
15 
1 n 
_j 
18 
14 
13 
14 
11 
13 
19 
16 
14 
. 12 
16 
N 
498 
269 
229 
232 
146 
238 
222 
309 
99 
323 
176 
201 
217 
90 
409 
Chi Sq. 
.382 
13.95* 
15.96* 
8.36 
6.02 
3.93 
8.05 
Average 
Rating 
3.30 
3.32 
3.29 
3.11' 
3.50 
3.43 
3.10 
3.35 
3.04 
3.22 
3.47 
3.29 
3.38 
3.09 
3.36 
aData compiled from Item 22 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included in the 
1969 questionnaire. 
bco1umns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Excellent. 
*Chi Square P< ,05 between each pair of categories. 
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Table 39 
H~N Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning Their 
Help with Personal-Social ProblciTs, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. Average Rating 
Total 11% 13% 43% 22% 11% 283 3.08 
Men 8 14 47 20 11 169 3.12 
Women 16 11 38 25 11 114 6.54 3.03 
Liberal Arts 15 12 41 21 11 121 3.00 
Professional 7 9 53 22 9 81 4.63 3.09 
Upper C1assmen 9 12 43 24 12 138 3.18 
Low-er Classmen 13 16 42 21 8 128 3.25 2.95 
Upper G.P.A. 13 10 44 22 10 162 3.06 
Lm·1er G.P .A. 11 18 48 15 8 61 3.53 2.90 
On-Campus 12 13 44 24 8 186 3.01 
Off-Campus 8 13 43 19 16 97 6.59 3.12 
Family Type: 
Academic 9 12 43 26 11 113 3.18 
Non-Acad. 14 14 44 18 10 125 3.37 2.97 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 11 19 42 19 9 53 2.96 
Poor 11 12 44 23 11 230 2.09 3.11 
aData compiled from Item 24 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included in the 
1969 questionnaire. (X) 
°Columns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Excellent. N 
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Table 40 
How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning Their Help 
with Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers and Percentages 
~~alyzed According tc Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. Average Rat in 
Total 9% 12~~ 27% 32% 19% 423 3.36 
}len 9 12 30 32 17 242 3.36 
\-I omen 10 12 24 33 22 181 2.82 3.44 
Liberal Arts 13 13 31 26 17 182 3.21 
Professional 9 14 27 34 16 122 3.23 3.34 
Upper Classmen 7 14 25 33 21 204 3.47 
Lower Classmen 11 11 29 "'"l JJ 16 190 3.96 3.32 
Tipper C.P.A. 9 11 27 36 16 245 3.38 
Lo-wer G.P.A. 12 16 34 25 12 91 5.73 2.76 
On-Campus 9 11 27 35 17 270 3.41 
Off-Campus 10 12 28 28 21 154 2.75 3.38 
Family Type: 
Academic 9 11 28 31 21 166 3.45 
Non-Acad. 12 11 26 34 17 192 l. 70 3.33 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 12 18 20 30 20 76 3.56 
Poor 9 10 29 33 19 348 6.17 3.43 
aD · • ' f ~ ? 6 f · 1 9 '""1 · · ata comp~l.ea _rom tem ~ o tne ..... ' questi.onna::tre. Item not included in the 
1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: {1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Excellent. co w 
,_. -~ · · .. :r· ;~rr·r ..... !l'"""""·· .......... c II II'! i I 
In response to questions asking for a student evaluation of the 
Counseling Center, 90 percent in 1969 and 86 percent ~n 1971 said they 
had not gone to the Center.36 In 1971 significantly more lovter G.P.A. 
students tvent to the Counseling Center than did upper. G.P .A. students 
and more students Hho had received good high school counseling went to 
the Counseling Center than did those Hho had received poor counseling. 
Of those who had gone in 1969, 82 percent considered the services they 
rece:l.ved to be helpful, but t\vo years later the percentage figure had 
dropped signif1.cantly to 64.37 Of those who had heard others cormnent 
upon the Counsel:t.ng Center, three-fourths in 1969 reported favorable 
comments, but in 1971 the figure dropped significantly to sHghtly more 
than ha1f.38 In 1971, students from academic type families vi.e\ved the 
help received as less helpful than did students from non-academic type 
families. 
The reason given most often for not using the services of the 
Counseling Center was "Have not felt the need" (53% in 1969 and 1~9% in 
' 1971.); however, 36 percent in 1969 and 30 percent :i.n 19 71 said "Did not 
knotv about the Center." Not all groups of students were equally unaware 
of ser~ices available at the Counseling Center. In 1971 those students 
who seemed to know the least about the Center were those \vith low 
C.P.A.'s, the prof:essional Gchool students, and those living off-campus. 
The percentages for those having no knovlledge of the Center ranged from 
35oata in this section are taken from Tables 41 through 47, 
pp. 87-93. 
38see Table 43. 
85 
26 percent to 39 percent.39 
To the question asking students to tell \-7hat kinds of problems, 
accord:l.ng to their understand:I.ng, the. Counseling Cent~r \ll'as set up to 
help wi.th, most of them said they did not know.:.-51 percent in 1969 and 
38 percent in 1971. Seventeen and 20 percent (1969 and 1971 respec-
tively) marked both personal-sod.al and emotional-mental, 5 percent 
(both years) marked emotional-mental only, 5 and '1 percent marked 
personal-social only and the remai.nder marked various combinations of 
five poss:i.b lc ans\vers .tfO 
To determine the potential number of users of the Counseling 
Center, the students were asked in 1.971 if they would use the Center i.f 
it \vere advertised to help Hi th such problems as occupational-vocational, 
perso:na.l·-soc:l.al ~ and emo.tional·-men tal. 41 To th:i.s question one-fourth 
said, 11No, 11 one- thJ.rd said, "Y.~s," and the remaindm~ anmv-ered, "I do not 
knmv. 11 The college group xvho indica ted the greatest need for such a 
service were the liberal arts students (41% said "Yea") and the group 
who expressed the least need for such a service ~vere t:he professional 
school students (31% said, "No"). The group expressing the most 
uncertai.nty about thei.r use of such a. center were the lower G.P .A. 
students. Forty··nine percent responded, "I do not knm..r." 
To determi.ne \vhether or not location Hould have an effect upon 
the use \·lhich a student \vould make of a counseling center, the students 
were asked in 1971 i.f they would be more likely to use a counseling 
center located in the central campus than at the Health Cent:or •112 To 
39see Table 44. 
4lsee Table 46. 
40se:e Table /15. 
t12see Table 4 7. 
86 
this question !+4 percent said, "No," 32 percent said, "Yes," and 
25 percent ans\.,ered, "I do not know." The students who l-muld be more 
likely to use a counseling center located in the cent~:al campus than at 
the Health Center are liberal arts students (38% said, "Yes) and 
students who would be less likely to use such a center are the profes-
sional students (.53% said, "No). 
Table 41 
Number and Percentage of Times the Students Had Gone to the Counseling 
Center, ..A..nalyzed Accot·ding to Several Categoriesa 
1969 I 1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. I. 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
I 
Total 90% 5% 1% 0% 1% 634 I 86% 8% 3% 1% 2% 546 9.07 
f.ien 92 4 1 0 1 288 84 10 3 
"' 
1 300 ..L 
Women 89 7 ., 0 1 346 5.142 87 7 4 0 2 246 4.42 ..E.. 
Liberal Arts 91 5 1 0 0 280_ 86 7 4 1 2 244 
Professional 92 5 1 0 1 255 2.474 
I 
91 5 2 1 1 149 2.38 
Upper Classmen 92 3 1 0 1 277 84 9 4 1 3 245 I Lower Classuen 89 7 1 0 1 328 5.471 i 85 9 3 1 1 261 2.09 I 
Upper G.P.A. 94 4 0 0 0 351 91 5 3 1 2 317 
Lower G.P.A. 87 7 2 1 1 190 11.023* 77 13 6 1 3 102 12.41* 
Cn-Cc;.mpus 90 -; 2 0 2 559 I 86 8 4 l 2 360 I 
Off-Campus 97 1 1 0 0 71 4.68 86 9 2 2 2 187 2.86 
Family Type: 
Academic 89 7 2 0 1 285 I 84 9 3 1 2 219 
Non-Acad. 91 4 1 0 1 345 2.67 89 5 3 1 1 238 3.44 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 90 5 2 0 1 244 76 10 6 3 5 88 
Poor 92 3 1 0 1 231 3.381 87 8 3 0 1 459 14.69* 
aData compiled from Item 39 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 29 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Nor.e, (2) 1 to 3 times, (3) l~ to 6 times, (4) 7 to 9 times, (5) 10 or more times. 
cc 
*Chi Square P < . 05 be t-ween each pair of categories. ........ 
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Table 42 
How the Students m~o Had Gone to the Counseling Center Rated the Service They Received, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
}fer! 
~lomen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
r 
1969 I 
! 
1 '!:> 2 N Chi Sq. J 
82% 
66 
88 
76 
94 
85 
83 
90 
80 
83 
50 
84 
82 
83 
87 
18% 
34 
12 
24 
6 
15 
17 
10 
20 
17 
50 
16 
18 
17 
13 
50 
18 
25 
1~ I 
19 
21 
24 
22 
15 
48 
2 
26 
23 
18 
16 
2.87 
2.50 
2.83 
.908 
1.44 
3.59 
.768 
1 
64% 
64 
63 
68 
73 
59 
71 
56 
78 
63 
64 
57 
63 
60 
65 
1971 
2 N 
36% 
36 
37 
32 
27 
41 
29 
44 
22 
37 
36 
41 
37 
40 
35 
85 
47 
38 
38 
15 
46 
38 
32 
23 
63 
22 
41 
27 
25 
60 
Chi Sq. 
5.15** 
.049 
2.89 
1.38 
2.86 
.016 
.13 
.190 
aData compiled from Item 37 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 27 of the 1971 
questionnaire. 
· bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
**Chi Square P< .05 bea..reen the totals for 1969 a..Tl.d 197I. 
! 1. 
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Table 43 
H~w the Students Rated the Counseling Center From l~at They Had Heard Others Say~ 
Numbers and Percentag~s Analyzed According to Several Categcriesa 
Categories 
Total 
Men 
Women 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lo~..:er Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lot-Je r G. P. A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
74% 
73 
74 
67 
84 
76 
71 
77 
71 
74 
85 
75 
72 
75 
73 
1969 
2 
26% 
27 
26 
33 
16 
24 
29 
23 
29 
26 
15 
25 
28 
25 
27 
N 
205 
73 
132 
85 
73 
91 
102 
103 
56 
190 
14 
94 
109 
85 
64 
=~-_____ ) 
Chi Sq. 
1.78 
6.74* 
.718 
~763 
.993 
.244 
3.62 
1 
55% 
60 
50 
53 
65 
58 
52 
55 
61 
57 
49 
48 
71 
52 
_,. 
.)O 
1971 
2 
45% 
40 
50 
47 
35 
42 
48 
45 
39 
43 
51 
52 
29 
48 
44 
N 
177 
89 
88 
74 
34 
77 
91 
89 
28 
12~ 
49 
88 
58 
33 
144 
Chi Sq. 
15.66** 
1.62 
1.36 
.776 
.264 
.927 
7.51* 
.176 
aData compiled from Item 38 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 28 of the 1971 
auestionnaire. 
· bcolum:."ls: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
**Chi Square P<.05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 44 
The Reasons Students Gave for Not U"sing the Counseling Center, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed Ac.cord:tng to Several Categoriesa 
Categories lb 
Total 36% 
!-fen 35 
Women 36 
Liberal Arts 41 
Professional 35 
Upper Classmen 29 
Lower Classmen 43 
Upper G.P.A. 35 
Lov;er G.P .A. 45 
On-Campus 37 
Off-Campus 28 
Family Type: 
Academic 37 
Non-Acad. 35 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 36 
Poor 36 
2 
6% 
4 
7 
6 
6 
7 
4 
5 
7 
7 
5 
5 
7 
4 
5 
3 
8% 
6 
9 
5 
8 
10 
5 
7 
6 
8 
ll. 
6 
9 
10 
7 
1969 
4 
53% 
52 
45 
45 
49 
51 
45 
51 
39 
49 
31 
50 
47 
48 
49 
N Chi Sq. 1 
589 30% 
269 1 32 
318 5.127 i 28 
262 I 32 
239 4.185 37 
260 l 31 
303 14.778* I 28 
333 I 28 
11s 1.so1 I 38 
515 I 26 
69 4.72 39 
261 I 29 
323 3.451 33 
227 i 39 
218 3.256 i 29 
2 
12% 
11 
13 
12 
6 
8 
17 
10 
12 
16 
5 
18 
7 
16 
11 
3 
9% 
9 
9 
6 
12 
11 
8 
9 
8 
8 
13 
9 
11 
5 
10 
1971 
4 
49% 
48 
50 
50 
45 
50 
48 
52 
43 
51 
44 
44 
50 
40 
50 
N Chi Sq. 
550 12.78** 
303 
247 1.88 
248 
154 9.55 
249 
258 10.42* 
339 
93 3.06 
360 
191 24.41* 
219 
243 14.83* 
85 
466 7.82* 
aData compiled from Item 41 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 31 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolun:..l1.S: (l) Did not kno~v about the center, (2) Found help from a fellow student, (3) 
Found help from advisor or faculty ;rrereber, (4) l.Jorked out o~..m problem or have not felt the need. 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet'tveen each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 45 
The Kinds of Problems, According to the Understanding of the Students, 
the Counseling Center Had Been Set Up to Help Witha 
1969 1971 
Kinds of Prob1ewsb Number Percent Number Percent 
l 2 3 4 5 2 0% 2 0"' /o
1 2 3 4 . 31 4 41 7 
1 2 3 . . 11 2 7 1 
l 2 . . . 7 1 4 1 
1 13. ') 14 2 . . . . <.. 
1 2 4 10 3 26 4 . . 
-'-"' 
1 3 13 ') 5 1 . . . ~ 
l . 3 4 . l 0 0 0 
1 . . 4 . 2 0 18 3 
l . . 4 5 1 0 1 0 
2 . . . 34 5 41 7 
2 3 . . 7 1 5 1 
2 3 4 . 12 2 13 2 
2 . 4 . 113 ,, .J.I 119 20 
2 . 4 5 2 0 l 0 
3 . . 11 2 14 2 
3 4 . 1 0 3 1 
3 5 , 0 1 0 . .1. 
4 . 35 5 29 5 
5 333 51 221 38 
Total N = 649 565 
2 Data compiled from Item 40 of the 1969 questionnaire and 
Item 30 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bKinds of problems represented by the numbered columns: (1) Occupational-
vocational, (2) Personal-social, (3) Academic, (4) Emotional-mental, (5) I do not know. 
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Table 46 
The Nurr.ber and Percentage of Students ~vho lvould or v!ould Not Have Need of the Services 
of the Counseling Center if It Were AdverUsed as Being Professionally Prepared to 
Handle a Variety of Student Problef<!s Such as Occupational-Vocational~ Personal-
Social, or Emotional-Mental 5 Px1alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 33% 25% 42% 572 
Hen 32 26 42 319 
~·I omen 35 23 42 253 .928 
Liberal Arts 41 20 40 255 
Professional 23 31 46 157 16.06* 
Upper Classmen 34 ?-_:, 41 264 
Lower C1assmen 36 22 42 265 .750 
Upper G.P.A. 32 28 40 335 
Lm.;rer G.P .A. 37 15 49 109 7.67* 
On-C&-npus 34 22 44 376 
Off-Campus 32 30 38 197 4.16 
Family Type: 
Academic 35 25 40 231 
Non-Acad. 31 26 43 247 1.05 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good "'? 
.J- 23 45 96 
Poor 33 25 41 477 .451 
aneta co~piled from Item 32 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included 
in the 1969 auestionnaire. b - • Co.lumns: (1) Yes, (2) No, (3) I do not knmv. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories • 
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Table 47 
The Number and Percentage of Studenr:s Hho \vould or Would Not Be More Likely 
to Use a Counseling Center Located in the Central Campus Than at the 
Health Center, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
:Hen 
~~cme.n 
Liberal P.rts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S~ Counsel; 
Good 
Poor 
lb 
32% 
32 
31 
38 
22 
31 
35 
31 
31 
35 
..,-. 
L.l 
34 
29 
38 
31 
1971 
2 
44% 
41 
46 
37 
53 
44 
40 
46 
37 
40 
49 
40 
46 
40 
44 
3 
25% 
27 
22 
25 
25 
25 
25 
23 
32 
25 
24 
26 
26 
23 
25 
aData compiled from Item 33 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
in the 1969 auestionnaire. 
bcol~ns: (1) Yes. (2) No) (3) I do not knm.;r. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. 
N 
555 
320 
255 
257 
158 
265 
268 
336 
110 
380 
196 
234 
246 
96 
480 
Chi Sq. 
2.40 
13.44* 
1.48 
3.90 
5.17 
1.89 
1.63 
Item not included 
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'fhe Plnccment Office1~3 ---.. ~w__.. ______ _ 
The data reveal that for the tttm years being studied approxi-
mately the same number of students (19% :i.n 1969 and 17% in 1971) had 
registered at the Placement Office.44 In 1969, 57 percent of these 
94 
students considered the service rec.ei.ved to be helpful, but in 19 71 this 
number had dropped significantly to 45 percent. Ttm groups of students 
seemed to have obtained the greatest sat:i.sfaction from Placement Office 
servic.es: in 1969, 68 percent of the professional school students found 
the serv:l.ces helpful and 1971 when the average rating for the University 
had dropped to 45 percent, 68 percent of the professional school 
students w·er.e still rating the Placement Office as lu?.1pful; in 1969 ~ 
70 percent of the students from non-academic type homes rated the 
services received as helpful and l.n 197l; 62 percent were still rating 
the services rec.eived as helpful. 
Given most frequently :f.n 1969 as the reason for not register:i.ng 
at the Placement Office, 'Yms "Do not need this service yet" (l10%) and 
11Do not knmv about 1 ts services 11 was second (22%) • 1~5 In 19 71, hm.;rever) 
the two were reversed. Thirty-three percent anmver£~d, 11Do not immv 
about its services" and 31 percent answered, "Do not need this service 
yet. 11 The remainder had either already made thei.r mvn post-college 
plans or they WC:.~re planning to find their m..m jobs. 
1f3Data for this section are taken from Tables 48 and 49, 
pp. 95 and 96. 
l~4This figure is arrived at by finding the percentage ratio of 
those who responded to the question (122 :tn 1969 and 102 in 1971) to the 
number who responded to the questionnaire (61+2 in 1969 and 586 in 1971). 
45see Tab1.e 49. 
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Table 48 
lim.; the Students ~fho Had Registered at the Placement Office Re.ted the 
Service They Received in Finding a Job, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
}fen 
Women 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
On-Ca-npus 
Off-Campus 
Fawily Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
lb 
57% 
64 
53 
63 
68 
59 
58 
63 
71 
67 
43 
40 
70 
1969 
2 
43% 
34 
43 
36 
31 
39 
40 
35 
27 
33 
55 
56 
28 
N 
122 
49 
73 
38 
54 
65 
50 
75 
21 
94 
18 
53 
69 
Chi Sq. 
1.339 
2.868 
.467 
.401 
3.31 
10.72* 
1 
45% 
38 
52 
41 
68 
39 
44 
46 
42 
40 
51 
31 
62 
1971 
2 
55% 
62 
48 
59 
32 
61 
56 
54 
58 
60 
49 
69 
38 
N 
102 
52 
50 
44 
25 
61 
34 
69 
19 
60 
43 
42 
45 
Chi Sq. 
4.31** 
1.88 
4.68* 
.205 
.109 
1.26 
8.52* 
Good 57 41 43 I' 24 76 17 
Poor 55 43 52 .539 49 51 86 3.67 
aData compiled from Item 43 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 35 of the 1971 
questionnaire. 
bcclumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 49 
Tne Reasons Students Gave for Not Registering at the Placement Office, 
Numbers and Percentages k<alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
lb 2 
--~~~---- --- - ------ -- --------, 
3 4 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 3 4 N Chi Sq. 
Total 40% 21% 18% 18% 542 31% 33% 20% 16% 495 21.00** 
Men 41 
Women 39 
Liberal Ar~s 41 
Professional 41 
Upper Classmen 27 
Lmv-er C1assmen 51 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lm.;er G.P .A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
36 
50 
42 
26 
37 
42 
40 
39 
17 
26 
25 
15 
19 
23 
22 
18 
21 
28 
22 
21 
19 
22 
20 
16 
15 
20 
19 
16 
17 
19 
17 
24 
19 
17 
19 
16 
20 
17 
17 
21 
33 
8 
23 
10 
19 
20 
19 
18 
19 
21 
250 I 26 
292 6.641 37 
252 I 34 
217 8.480 23 
228 I 25 
296 61.338* 37 
301 I 30 
171 15.949* 26 
477 
56 
247 
290 
211 
193 
7.85 
3.438 
"1.253 
30 
31 
29 
31 
30 
31 
31 
36 
35 
26 
33 
34 
31 
37 
37 
24 
33 
34 
41 
32 
22 
17 
17 
30 
20 
21 
21 
25 
19 
22 
20 
20 
17 
21 
21 
10 
15 
20 
22 
9 
19 
12 
13 
23 
18 
15 
12 
17 
286 
209 17.50* 
218 
145 14.32* 
219 
241 18.31* 
282 
97 
338 
3.59 
157 11.94* 
206 
209 .810 
83 
412 3.47 
~Data compiled from Item 44 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 36 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolu~~s: (1) Do not need this service yet, (2) Do not know about its services, (3) Plan 
to find my ow~ job, (4) Already have post-college plans. 
i'Chi Squ.are P < .05 bettveen each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Students who had attended Freshman Od.ent:at:lon at University of 
the Pacific were asked to 1:ate the help they r.ecetved. In 1969, 
53 percent rated the orientation session as helpful, but in 1971 thRt 
n.umbe:r had risen to 67 percent. 47 In the 19 71 questionnaire, the 
stude.nts were asked to rate thc~ir student counEH.!lor.s (student counselors 
were not a part of the orientation program in 1969). Sixty-four percent 
thought they had been he1.pful 9 4B and 80 percent sa:!.d they -v1ere knowl-
edgeab.le49 about University policy and procedure. The highest ratings 
for helpfulness came from liberal arts students (71%} ~md off.Q·cmnpus 
students (73%); the highest rating :Cor know'l.edgeahility came from 
professional students (88%). 
When ask:ecl ~vhat :t·eeormnendat5.ons the students might offer for 
futm~e freshmm-:. orientations, 50 approx:l.mately one-·half of the students 
:J.n 1971 \vere equally d:f.vided bet~veen 11No change" and "Regular meetings 
lvith the adv:i.sor dur:l.ng th·?. f:ixst sem(:!£lter." · 'l'hi.rteen percent \ranted 
regular meetings during the first four to six xveeks, 11 percent ~van ted 
more days prior to school, and 7 percent wanted fe•11er days prior to 
school. The others (21%) t-ranted something else, but no provision was 
made on the questionnaire .for the student to r·eveal what that might be. 
It would not bo fair· to t.ry to compare the 1969 and 1971 answern to this 
quest:f.on bec~.~:use an addit1.onal ansl..rer-~·"R,~gulat· group meetings '\li.th 
advisor during first semester"--was available :ln 1971 but not Jn 1969. 
46
nata for th:l.s section are taken from Tables 50 through 53) 
pp. 99-1.02. 
47see Table 50. 48see Table 51. 
1+9see Table 52. 5° see Table 53. 
This answer \,ms added in 1.971 because of \>1l~ite-in auggestions made by 
students in 1969. 
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Table 50 
How the Students \;ho Attended Freshmen Orientation Would Rate the Help Received, 
Numbers and Percentages .~i~lyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories 
Total 
!'len 
Homen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lov1er G.P .A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Family Type: 
Acaderric 
Non-Acad. 
R.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
1b 
53% 
56 
50 
56 
48 
44 
57 
49 
58 
54 
44 
54 
51 
65 
36 
1969 
2 
47% 
44 
50 
44 
52 
56 
43 
51 
42 
46 
56 
46 
49 
35 
64 
N Chi Sq. 
471 
204 
267 1.57 
216 
183 . 3.19 
176 
178 7.34* 
268 
137 2.79 
422 
45 1.35 
204 
161 .58 
182 
172 30.46:~ 
1 
67% 
66 
68 
72 
73 
61 
70 
67 
59 
67 
68 
65 
74 
69 
67 
1971 
2 
33% 
34 
32 
28 
28 
39 
30 
33 
41 
33 
32 
35 
26 
.,, 
J..L 
33 
N 
250 
130 
122 
134 
40 
75 
174 
134 
46 
196 
56 
113 
io2 
54 
198 
Chi Sq. 
4.10* 
.10 
.019 
1.59 
1.07 
.02 
1.99 
.068 
2 Data compiled from Item 48 of the 1969 questionnaire &"ld Item 37 of the 1971 
questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P < .05 betveen each pair of categories. 
il 
1 I 
' ' 
0..0 
0..0 
'l'able 51 
H~w Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation Rated the Help 
Received from Student Counselors, Nurrbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 64% 36% 180 
Hen 62 38 89 
Homen 67 33 91 ~ .538 
Liberal Arts 71 29 117 
Professional 62 38 26 .882 
Upper Classmen 59 41 37 
Lm.;er Classmen 65 ... ~ 141 .426 
---
...;_, 
Upper G.P.A. 58 42 95 
Lower G.P.A. 63 37 38 .311 
On-Campus 62 38 143 
Off-Campus 73 27 37 1.47 
Family Type: 
Academic 63 37 82 
Non-Acad. 66 34 73 .092 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 58 43 40 
Poor 66 34 140 1.08 
aData compiled from Item 39 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not 
included in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) ·Helpful, (2).Not helpful. 
1-' 
0 
0 
Table 52 
How Students lmo Had Attended Fr-2shrr:an Orientation Rated Their Student 
Counselors With Respect to Knm~ledge About University Policy 
and Procedures • Nu1nbers and Percentages Analyzed 
According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories 1b 2 N Chi Sq. 
Total 80% 20% 176 
Men 81 19 85 
Women 78 22 91 .268 
Liberal Arts 84 16 115 
Professional 88 12 26 13.69* 
Upper Classrnen 73 27 33 
Lower Classmen 81 19 141 1.07 
Upper G.P.A. 77 23 93 
Low~r C.P.A. 73 27 37 .288· 
On-Campus 80 20 140 
Off-Campus 78 22 36 .086 
Family Type: 
Academic 84 16 81 
Non-Acad. 78 22 72 .945 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 73 28 40 
Poor 82 18 136 1.57 
aData compiled from Item 40 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not 
included in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (l) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable. 
*Ch:t Square P < .05 betv;een each pair of categories. 
1-' 
0 ,_. 
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T..;.ble 53 
Student Recommendations for the Future Concerning Freshman Orientation, Numbers 
&•d Percentages &1alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
Categories ,b 2 3 4 sc 6 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 6 N Chi Sq. .:.. 
Total 23% 20% 7% 16% 31% 558 I 24% 11% 7% 13% 25% 21% 263 
Hen 24 24 7 14 29 251 24 10 8 12 24 21 135 
vJomen 23 16 7 18 33 307 6.432 24 11 5 13 27 20 128 1.15 
Liberal Arts 26 21 5 16 30 256 28 12 7 10 26 18 138 
Professional 23 19 11 17 27 218 6.166 26 12 7 16 23 16 43 6.26 
Upper Classmen 21 19 11 14 32 229 22 12 8 13 26 19 77 
Lower Classmen 25 20 4 18 29 307 9.450 
I :: 
10 7 13 25 20 183 .451 
Upper G.P.A. 23 20 7 15 32 315 11 7 11 26 18 140 
Lo,.,Jer G.P.A. 28 21 9 18 23 164 4.645 20 14 6 16 25 20 51 1.56 
On-Campus 24 20 7 16 32 490 I 25 10 7 12 27 20 210 
Off-Campus 16 20 13 23 26 60 6.39 i 23 15 8 13 19 23 53 2.55 
Family Type: 
Acade:mic 24 7 8 18 31 249 26 9 7 15 22 22 117 
Non-Acacl. 23 22 7 16 31 303 2.061 24 12 8 12 26 17 106 2.42 
HGS. Counsel: 
Good 29 20 7 16 26 215 I 2o 6 11 -11 28 24 54 
Poor 15 21 7 19 3- 203 12 .208* 12 6 13 24 20 209 4.62 ::;, I 25 
~Data compiled from Item 49 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 38 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
°Colurnns: ( 1) No change , (2) Ho-::-e days prior to school, (3) Fe~ver days prior to school, !-' 
(4) Meetings spread out during first 4 to 6 't-7eeks of school, (5) Regular group meetings with advisor 0 N 
during first semester, (6) None of the above. 
CResponsa 5 was not included in the 1969 questionnaire. 
*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories • 
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Since the residence hall assistant program is considered a vital 
part of the counseling and adv:f.sing program, the on-c.?mpus students v1ere 
asked to rate their resident assistants (R.A.'s). Seventy-six per.C"~nt 
of the r;t:udents felt their relationship ~>1:l.th their. resident assistant 
v7af.'l positive, 21 percent felt it vms neutral, and only 3 percent felt it 
was rwgative.52 Among the categories no one group of students answered 
the question any differently from any other. 
Concerning school policies and procedures 67 percent felt the 
R.A. 1 s l..rere knowledgeable and 9 percent felt they lvere not knowl-
edgeable. Upper division students d:l.d not rate their R.A. 's as did 
lower division students. The percentage figure for upper division 
students \vas 59 and for lower division students, 71.53 Regarding 
helpfulness wi.th personal~social pr.oblems, 33 percent of the studentB 
thought that the resident assistants had been helpful and 5 pen!ent 
thought they had not been helpfu1.54 In the area of academic. and 
school-related problems, the R.A. 1 s set~med to be the least helpful. 
Nineteen pe.rcent of the students had found them to be helpfu1.55 
Concerning student perceptions of helpfulness with personal-social or 
school~related problems, none of the categories of students ~\rere found 
to differ signifi.cantly from ea.c.h other. 
As a final question in which the students "tvere asked to rate on 
a five·-point scale (l=poor, 2=unsatisfactory, 3=average, 4..:good 
--·-----· 
51Data for this section are taken from Tables 54 through 58, 
pp. 105-109. 
52see Table 54. 53see Table 55. 
5L~see Table 56. 55see '!'able 57. 
5=excellent) the resident assistants in overall effectiveness as 
administra.t:l.ve assistants and student counselors, 34 percent rated 
them "excellent," 31~ percent rated them "good," and 20 percent rated 
them "average." 'f,velve percent: considered the R.A. 1 s to be either 
unsatisfactory or poor. The average rating on the five-point scale 
given the resident assistants by the students was 3.83.56 
56see Table 58. 
.IW.L Ill J I r ~.1. Ill !: « t I I .J.", 
Table 54 
The Students' Perceptions of the rQnds of Relationships the Resident Assistants 
Had with the Students in the Residence Halls, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
-
Total 76% 21/~ 3% 340 
Men 74 23 3 149 
Homen 78 20 2 54 1.56 
Liberal Arts 73 25 2 102 
Professional 77 20 3 230 1.59 
Upper Classmen 73 24 3 166 
Lm-1er Classmen 72 23 4 69 .273 
Upper G.P.A. 77 20 3 318 
Lmv-er G. P .A. 57 39 4 23 5.11 
On-Campus 76 20 4 159 
Off-Campus 78 20 2 134 .579 
Family Type: 
Acade:r.1ic 78 18 3 65 
Non-Acad. 75 22 3 276 .450 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 66 31 3 77 
Poor 70 I J 18 3 251 5.80 
aData compiled from Item 41 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included 
in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Positive (friendly), (2) Neutral, (3) Negative (not friendly). 
1-' 
0 
1.11 
Table 55 
How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to Knowledge 
About University Policy and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 67% 9% 24% 338 
Hen 62 10 27 183 
'VJoman 72 6 21 155 4.00 
Liberal Arts 66 9 25 148 
Professional 70 7 22 54 .450 
Upper Classmen 59 14 27 104 
Lower Classmen 71 6 24 228 8.27* 
Upper G.P .A. 63 9 28 166 
Lov1er G.P .A. 62 15 24 68 1.86 
On-Campus 68 8 24 317 
Off-Campus 59 14 27 22 1.00 
Family Type: 
Academic 66 8 26 160 
Non-Acad. 70 6 24 133 .666 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 68 3 29 65 
Poor 67 10 23 274 3.56 
aData compiled from Item 42 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included 
in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bco1u._"TT!l.s: (1) Knmdedgeab1e ~ (2) Not kn~vledgeable, (3) No occasion to find out. 
..... 
0 
a. 
Table 56 
Row the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to Helpfulness 
with Personal-Social Problems, Nuwbers and Percentages P~alyzed 
According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 33% 5% 62% 334 
Men 28 6 67 180 
Women 38 .s 57 154 4.19 
Liberal Arts 30 6 64 146 
Professional 30 4 67 54 .491 
Upper Classmen 34 9 57 102 
Lower Classmen 32 4 65 226 4.59 
Upper G.P.A. 32 5 62 165 
Lm.;er G.P .A. 23 8 70 66 2.14 
On-Campus 33 4 63 313 
Off-Campus 27 14 59 22 3.64 
Family Type: 
Academic 31 6 63 157 
Non-Acad. 36 2 62 133 3.40 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 38 8 54 63 
Poor 31 4 64 272 2.87 
anata compiled from Item 43 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included 
in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: {1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to find ou<... 
l-' 
0 
......, 
Table 57 
How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to Helpfulness 
with Academic or School-Related Problems, Nu~bers and Percentages 
~~alyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 N Chi Sq. 
Total 19% 4% 77% 335 
Men 19 6 75 181 
Women 18 .3 79 154 2.54 
Liberal 18 6 76 147 
Professional 20 0 80 54 3.47 
Upper C1assmen 20 8 73 102 
Lower Classmen 19 3 78 227 3.72 
Upper G.P.A. 19 2 78 165 
Lower G.P.A. 13 7 79 67 4.08 
On-Campus 19 5 76 314 
Off-Campus 18 0 82 22 1.14 
Family Type: 
Academic 22 5 73 157 
Non-Acad. 17 4 79 133 1.29 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 14 8 78 63 
Poor 20 , 76 273 3.03 '1-
aData compiled from Item 44 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included 
in the 1969 questionnaire. 
bcol~mns: (l) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to find ou~. 
.... 
0 
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Table 58 
How the Students Rated, Using a Five Point Scale~ Their Resident Assistants' Overall 
Effectiveness as Administrative Assistants and as Student Counselors, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1971 
Categories lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. Average Rating 
Total 7% 5% 20% 34% 34% 374 3.83 
Men 9 6 20 32 33 204 
Women 5 2 2l 
-. 
36 36 170 5.60 
Liberal Arts 8 4 18 32 38 167 
Professional 5 5 22 33 36 64 1.12 
Upper Classmen 9 8 18 27 38 126 
Lm.rer Classmen 7 3 21 37 32 238 8.95 
Upper G.P .A. 9 4 21 33 34 190 
Lower G.P.A. 8 8 21 27 36 75 2.80 
On-Campus 7 5 21 35 33 340 
Off-Campus 9 'l 17 26 46 35 2.80 J 
Family Type: 
Academic 6 4 22 36 32 171 
Non-Acad. 8 3 17 34 38 157 2.02 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 9 1 20 36 33 69 
Poor 7 5 20 33 34 306 2.19 
aData compiled from Item 45 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included in the 1-' 
1969 questioP~aire. 0 \0 
bcolumns: (1) Poor~ (2) UnsatisfactorY, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Exce~lent. 
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In order to determine better to whom students would go for help, 
both inside and outside the University setting, students were asked to 
tell to lvhich school-employed and non-school-employed persons they would 
go for help with three kinds of problems. 
Occ~ationa~-vocational prob_lems. To the question, "To ivhich 
school-employed person would you most likely go for help if you had an 
occupational or vocational problem which you could not handl.e, 11 a 
plurality of students (29% for 1969 and 26% for 1971) said faculty 
advisor. Second choice ~..ras college teacher (20% for 1969 and 14% for 
1971). In 1969, 11 percent l..rould go to a student personnel dean and in 
1971 that number rose to 17 percent. In 1969, 10 percent of the 
students v10uld go to someone other than those named in the question~ 
but by 1971 t:.his number had risen to 18 percent. Beyond "other" there 
:l.s no clear cut order. 58 
In response to the same question but with respect to non-school~· 
employed persons, the person to whom a student would be most likely to 
go would be first his parents, second an unnamed person, and third to a 
fellow student. It is of interest to note, hmV'ever, that the parents 
declined in importance from 50 percent to 38 percent during the ttV'O 
years and that the unnamed person ascended in importance from 21 to 
28 percent. 1'\vo student groups differed significantly from the average 
choosing some unnamed person before their parents. These were off-
campus students and lm.,r income students. 'fhe students which chose 
57oata for this section are taken from Tables 59 through 64, 
pp. 113-118. 
58sec Table 59. 
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parents first ,.,ere from high income, academically-oriented families and 
living on campus.59 
!£E.~.!}.g_!.~ia!J?.rohlems. In 1969 the school...-employed person to 
whom a student ~muld most likely go first with a personal-social pr::>blem 
would be e. re.si.dent assistant (15%); next would be a college teacher 
(13%); th:lrd, a student personnel dean (9%), and fourth, a religious 
advisor (8%). In 1971, however, first and second would be a counselor 
in the Counseling Center (18%) and a college teaeher (17%); third, a 
faculty advi.sor (15%), fourth, a resident ass1.stant (12%), and fifth, a 
student personnel dean (11%). Resident assistants tend to be more 
important to lmver classmen than advisors, and advisors tend to be more 
important to upper c1assmen than resident assistants.6° 
With reBpect to non-school-employed people, the person to whom a 
student would most Hkely go both years for help with a personal-soc:tal 
probll'!m was to a ft~llow student (38% and 40%). Close to these 
percentage figures Here parents (36% and 39%) • Third choice was an 
unnamed person (19% and 23%). In 1969 off··campus students 't.,ould choose 
their parents first but in 1971 parents were chosen third. An unnamed 
person was' chosen first. In 1969 men would have chosen their parents 
first and women would have chosen them second. In 1971 both men and 
w·omen \Wuld have chosen them second. 61 
Educa~ion~!_pro~!e~. For the two years this study covers, the 
order of school-employed persons to ~vhom students took their educational 
problems was the same but the percentages varied someHhat. The order 
and percentages were as follows: faculty advisor (40% and 47%), college 
---··---·-----
59see Table 60. 60see Table 61. 6lsee Table 62. 
teacher (29% and 26%), student personnel dean (11% and 16%), and 
university administrator (6% and 3%).62 
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Concerning non-school employed p~~r.sons, in 19~9, 50 percent of 
the students said parents were the most likely persons to whom they 
\oJ'ould go for help with academic problems, and 21 percent said they \Wttlcl 
go to a fellow student. In 1971, hmvever, the picture changed signifi-
cantly. Thirty-four percent said they would go to their parents and 
30 percent said they lmuld go to a fellow student. For both years, 
between 22 and 25 percent of the students -vmuld go to some unnamed 
person other than a relative or an employer for help of this kind. In 
1969 parents \oJ'ere chosen first in all categories; but in 1971 men, off-
campus students, and professional students chose them second and lot,ier 
G.P.A. students chose them third.63 
62see Table 63. 
Categories 
Table 59 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to w~om the Students Would Go for Help with 
Occupational-Vocational Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 
Total 5% 9% 11% 2~ .o 6% 29% 3% 1% 20% 10% 734 4% 4% 17% 2% 4% 26% 3% 1% 19% 18% 757 50.51** 
~!en 
~,Jomen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Low·er Classmen 
Upper G.P.A. 
Lmver G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Fa-::tily Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
5 9 12 
5 9 11 
6 6 11 
4 9 8 
3 
7 
9 10 
8 12 
6 7 9 
6 9 12 
5 
1 
9 11 
8 10 
3 4 27 
2 7 30 
3 9 29 
2 4 35 
3 
2 
3 34 
8 25 
3 6 33 
3 7 28 
2 
1 
6 29 
1 51 
4 9 13 3 
6 9 10 2 
6 27 
5 30 
6 9 15 
5 9 9 
3 6 27 
2 6 27 
3 1 21 11 325 
2 2 19 9 409 
3 3 16 9 319 
7.65 
3 0 17 11 302 78.142* 
4 
2 
1 21 8 218 
2 17 11 230 25.69* 
1 1 19 10 272 
6 2 13 10 134 16.029 
3 
3 
1 20 
0 16 
10 405 
6 62 17.30* 
3 1 19 10 207 
3 1 20 10 259 14.46 
3 3 17 7 171 
2 0 24 11 175 14.46 
4 
5 
5 
3 
3 
6 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
11 
3 
4 21 
5 14 
5 12 
4 15 
4 18 
4 18 
4 15 
4 19 
4 19 
4 16 
4 17 
4 18 
2 19 
4 17 
2 
2 
3 23 
5 30 
2 5 27 
1 2 36 
2 
2 
2 30 
6 22 
2 2 30 
3 5 26 
3 
1 
6 
1 
24 
32 
3 1 20 18 407 
3 1 18 18 350 11.63 
5 1 19 19 324 
1 0 19 17 208 15.30 
343 4 
3 
1 20 17 
1 18 19 366 17.53* 
4 1 20 18 457 
4 0 14 22 133 
3 
4 
1 19 
0 19 
18 502 
18 257 
8.66 
17.94* 
2 
2 
6 23 4 
4 28 2 
1 22 17 307 
1 16 20 323 5.86 
1 
2 
3 20 
4 28 
3 0 24 17 136 
3 1 18 18 623 26.75* 
aData compiled froill Item 31-32 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 46 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
(5) 
bcolUilins: (1) High school person, (2) University administrator, (3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, 
Resident Assistant, (6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, (9) College teacher, (10) Other. 
*Chi Square P<.05 between each pair of categories. · 
**Chi Square P·< .05 beG;een the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 60 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for Help 
i·rith Occupational-Vocational Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
Categories 1b 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
Total 50% 3% 6% 17% 21% 624 38% 4% 10% 20% 28% 615 23 .29** 
Hen 47 4 6 17 24 283 34 5 12 20 29 332 
Women 52 3 6 17 19 341 2.395 42 2 8 20 27 283 6.84 
Liberal Arts 55 3 t: 14 21 280 I 4o 4 7 23 25 274 .J 
Professional 50 3 8 21 15 251 8.855 35 3 17 16 29 160 13.39* 
Upper C1assmen 46 3 7 20 22 272 34 4 12 19 31 294 
Lower Classmen 55 2 4 16 18 324 8.606 42 3 7 22 25 275 8.38 
Upper G.P .A. 52 ' 7 19 16 347 40 4 11 17 28 361 If 
Lower G.P.A. 55 3 5 13 22 189 6.496 32 3 12 29 25 110 8.61 
On-Campus 53 3 5 18 20 546 42 3 9 23 23 412 
Of f-Ca..111pus 30 4 10 21 34 70 15.118* 29 5 12 14 40 204 29.22* 
Family Type: 
Academic 56 .... 4 16 19 279 1 42 2 6 24 25 254 J 
Non-Acad. 45 4 7 19 23 340 8.171 i 37 4 13 15 31 260 15.55* 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 53 3 6 19 17 241 149 2 16 13 19 98 
Poor 45 3 4 17 27 227 6.877 . 36 4 9 21 30 518 15.20* 
aData compiled from Item 45 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 49 of the 1971 auestionnaire. 
bColumns:. (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in an occupation, .(4) A fellow 1-' 1-1 
student, (5) Other. ~ 
*Chi Square P < .05 betw·een each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 betv.men the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 61 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to vlliom the Students Would Go for Help with 
Personal-Social Problems, AnLlyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
lb 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
r 
10 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 7 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 
Total 3% 3% 9% 7% 15% 5% 7% 8% 13% 26% 712 3% 2% 11% 7% 12% 15% 18% 9% 17% 6% 519 135.06** 
Hen 
~·lo:nen 
Liberal Arts 
Professional 
2 
4 
4 
2 
2 12 
3 7 
0 11 
2 7 
4 9 
7 13 
7 16 
5 19 
10 11 
7 
5 
5 
5 
6 
8 
7 
7 
8 12 28 
8 13 24 
7 9 27 
9 13 29 
313 
399 12.343 
316 
288 20.66* 
305 
3 
3 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 
11 
11 
6 
7 
5 
8 
7 
6 
7 
18 
16 
8 
16 
13 
11 
22 
20 
16 
20 
19 
11 18 
8 16 
10 18 
13 14 
6 
6 
6 
4 
281 
238 
218 
138 
16.45 
15.53 
Upper Classmen 
Lo'\\•er Classmen 
1 
17 1 9 
9 6 
5 22 
6 
5 
7 
6 
7 13 32 
9 11 22 372 46.445* 
1 
6 
3 
1 
11 
11 
7 
7 
7 
18 
19 
9 
19 
16 
10 17 
9 16 
5 
7 
231 
249 30 .26* 
Upper G.P .A. 
Lower G.P.A. 
3 
3 
2 8 
0 10 
8 15 
8 16 
5 
5 
7 
8 
9 11 28 393 
8 10 28 218 
7 7 13 26 630 
2.83 
4 
6 
2 11 
2 6 
7 10 17 16 
8 13 15 22 
12 16 
8 10 
5 
10 
304 
89 10.68 
Gn-Caupus 
Off-Campus 
3 
3 
3 10 
7 7 
8 16 5 
·z 3 11 6 14 11 29 77 25.45* 
4 
2 
1 12 
4 9 
8 16 11 17 9 17 
4 4 24 20 11 16 
6 362 
6 159 33.71* 
Farr:.ily Type: 
3 Academic 
Non-Acad. 3 
3 12 
3 8 
5 17 
9 13 
6 
5 
7 
7 
8 11 24 323 
8 ll~ 26 383 9.04 
2 
5 
2 
3 
3 
8 
6 17 10 19 
7 11 20 15 
7 19 
12 16 
6 222 
4 208 21. 70* 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
5 
1 
1 11 
5 7 
7 17 
6 15 
5 
5 
7 9 11 22 285 
7 7 15 28 256 17.846* 
5 
3 
3 7 10 13 9 18 9 18 
2 12 6 12 16 18 10 17 
9 91 
5 430 11.03 
(5) 
aData compiled from Item 33-34 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 47 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (l) High school person, {2) University administrator, (3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, 
Resident Assistant, (6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, (9) College teacher, (10) Other. 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet-ween each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 betv;een the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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Table 62 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Empl~fed Persons to tfnom the Students Would Go for Help 
with Personal-Social Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
Categories lb 
Total 36% 
Men 37 
Women 36 
Liberal Arts 38 
Professional 38 
Upper Classmen 33 
L~wer Classmen 39 
Upper G.P.A. 38 
Lower G.P.A. 39 
On-Campus 37 
Off-Campus 33 
Fa!i"lily Type: 
Academic 
Non-Acad. 
H. S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
40 
33 
41 
35 
2 
4% 
4 
3 
3 
4 
5 
3 
4 
3 
3 
7 
2 
5 
4 
4 
3 
1% 
0 
1 
1 
1 
2 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 
, 
..... 
1 
2 
0 
1969 
4 5 N 
38% 19% 633 
34 
42 
38 
37 
42 
16 
38 
35 
40 
30 
38 
38 
34 
38 
23 
15 
18 
16 
17 
19 
16 
20 
18 
26 
16 
21 
17 
20 
286 
347 
280· 
255 
275 
329 
352 
189 
551 
68 
283 
344 
245 
229 
Chi Sq. 1 
30% 
28 
9.493* I 32 
30 
1.294 I 31 
29 
I 
5.897 I 30 
32 
2.699 I 21 
32 
6.387 I 26· 
6.529 
5.35 
30 
32 
34 
29 
2 
4% 
6 
2 
4 
6 
5 
3 
4 
5 
3 
6 
2 
4 
3 
4 
1971 
3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
3% 40% 23% 604 11.643** 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
4 
0 
3 
4 
2 
4 
8 
2 
37 
42 
45 
35 
37 
44 
38 
46 
44 
30 
43 
35 
37 
40 
26 
20 
19 
26 
26 
20 
22 
21 
18 
34 
22 
25 
18 
24 
326 
278 8.38 
276 
156 6.04 
270 
290 6.22 
354 
113 6.62 
396 
210 27 .95* 
254 
254 5.33 
102 
504 11.57 
aData compiled from Item 46 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 50 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in an occupation, (4) A fellow 
student, (5) Other. 
*Chi Square P < . 05 beb·leen eac.h pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals fer 1969 and 1971. 
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Categories 
Total 
Hen 
Women 
i.iberal Arts 
Professional 
Upper Classmen 
Lower Classmen 
Upper G.P ... ~~· 
Lot-Ter G.P.A. 
On-Campus 
Off-Campus 
Fc=..ily Type: 
Academic 
Ncn-Acad. 
H.S. Counsel: 
Good 
Poor 
Table 63 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to IVhom the Students "{olould Go for Help with 
Academic Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa 
1969 1971 
lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 
1% 6% 11% 2% 3% 40% 1% 0% 29% 3% 711 1% 3% 16% 1% 1% 47% 2% 0% 26% 1% 643 34.93** 
1 6 8 3 3 42 0 
1 6 12 0 2 38 2 
0 28 
0 29 
2 
1 
4 10 
8 9 
2 
1 
3 43 
3 41 
0 6 9 
2 5 12 
2 1 42 
1 9 39 
2 5 9 
0 5 12 
2 
2 
2 41 
5 51 
2 6 12 
8 5 
2 3 39 
1 1 2 49 
1 7 14 2 
1 5 8 2 
3 7 12 0 
1 5 8 4 
3 38 
3 41 
1 41 
3 38 
1 0 26 
2 0 26 
1 0 30 
1 0 26 
1 0 29 
2 0 23 
2 1 29 
0 0 31 
1 0 27 
1 0 30 
2 1 26 
0 0 32 
4 310 1 3 17 
3 401 14.153 2 4 15 
4 313 
5 292 
3 311 
8.686 
4 367 13.274 
4 396 
4 217 10.53 
4 626 
0 79 11.22 
1 
1 
0 
2 
1 
4 
0 
2 
2 325 I 1 
4 382 10.92 1 
3 287 l 2 
5 249 22.644* I 1 
4 13 
2 11 
4 14 
4 19 
3 14 
5 14 
4 18 
3 15 
3 21 
4 13 
3 16 
4 17 
2 
1 
1 
2 
0 
3 
2 47 
1 47 
1 45 
2 60 
1 53 
2 39 
1 1 51 
3 0 50 
2 
0 
1 
2 
4 
1 
1 44 
1 53 
1 43 
1 51 
2 43 
1 48 
2 
2 
1 24 
0 27 
4 1 28 
1 0 20 
1 0 25 
3 0 28 
1 1 26 
5 0 21 
2 
1 
2 
2 
0 
2 
0 27 
0 24 
1 27 
0 24 
0 27 
0 25 
1 349 
1 294 
1 282 
9.15 
1 178 17.85 
1 297 
2 301 19.52* 
2 387 
1' 111 15.76 
1 428 
1 217 15.11 
1 265 
2 277 13.43 
3 104 
1 541 12.52 
aData compiled from Item 35-36 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 43 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
(5) 
bcolmlli<s: (1) High school person, (2) University adTinistrator, (3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, 
Resident Assistant, (6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, (9) College teacher, (10) Other. 
*Chi Square P < .05 bet'i:een each pair of categories. · l:: 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. """' 
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Table 64 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to Whom the Students Hould Go for Help 
¥Jith Academic Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categcriesa 
1969 1971 
Categories lb 2 > 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. I 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 
Total 50% 3% 2% 21% 22% 629 l 34% 4a' 7% 30% 25% 570 39 .39** 
I 
/o 
Hen 44 4 2 22 26 285 28 5 7 31 28 310 
\>/omen 55 3 2 21 17 344 10.452* I 41 4 6 28 21 260 11.45* 
Liberal Arts 59 3 1 18 16 277 I 37 5 7 28 24 259 
Professional 47 3 4 25 19 253 13.046* 28 4 7 35 26 151 4.65 
Upper Classmen 46 2 3 25 21 274 31 4 7 32 26 255 
Lower Classmen 54 4 1 19 19 325 7.273 37 5 5 30 24 271 2. 71 
Upper C-.P.A. 53 4 2 22 17 349 35 4 8 28 25 336 
Lower G.P.A. 55 2 2 19 21 187 3.570 27 6 1 37 28 102 10.22* 
On-Campus 52 .... 2 22 30 548 38 4 5 32 21 383 .J 
Off-Campus 40 4 2 22 31 68 5.02 27 4 9 26 34 188 16.85* 
Family Type: 
Academic 55 2 1 22 16 283 
11.327* l 41 3 7 30 20 244 Non-Acad. 46 4 3 20 25 341 31 5 7 27 30 237 9.05 
H.S. Counsel: 
I Good 55 3 2 21 17 244 36 2 10 27 ?" 90 -0 
Poor 43 4 3 ')'"> ?E:: 229 8.792 I 34 5 6 30 25 481 3.36 <....) .-..J 
aData compiled from Item 47 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 51 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bColumns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in an occupation, (4) A fellow ..... 
..... 
student, (5) Other. co 
*Chi Square P< .05 betHeen each pair of categories. 
**Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. 
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In order to give the students a chance to express themselves 
freely without being limited by multiple predetermined ans,vers, two 
open-·ended ques ti.ons were asked: (1) H'hat have you liked best about the 
counseling or advisi.ng program; and (2) How can the counseling and 
advising program be improved 7 As may be expected, numerous anm.,ret·s were 
given, in fact~ almost too numerous to summarize. Tables 64 and 65 
represent an attempt at a summarization and comparison of those 
responses that were thought to be alike. 
What studet].!-s like b(-~~~ about it. 65 1~hat "'hi.ch impresses 
students most about the University's counseling and advising program is 
the close faculty-student relationship and the excellent group of 
adv:tsors described variously as kno1vledgeable, competent, helpful, 
personable, friendly, understand:I.ng, easily available, and a variety of 
other: positive statements. In fact, in anstver to the open-ended 
question, "What have you liked best about the counseling and advising 
program?" 56 percent in 1969 and SO percent in 1971 chose to make as 
their primary statement a favorable cmmnent about faculty personnel. 
In 1969, 12 percent and in 1971, 19 percent made favorable comments 
about other aspects of the program; about 20 percent during both years 
either had no need for the program, had not used it, did not know about 
it, or had nothing to say. Even though the question asked for something 
positive, 12 percent in both years made negative comments ahont :l.t, the 
64The data in this section are based on Tables 65 and 66, 
pp. 121-124. 
65see Table 65. 
biggest complaint concerning uninformed, unavailable, or uninterested 
advisors. 
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How stud~p._!:_f?~_l!,_ld i.~rove it. 66 In answer to an open-ended 
question aski.ng for suggestions for improving the counseling and 
advising program, the majority of students were concerned about the 
quality and preparation of advisors. In 1969 a plurality (33%) of the 
students were primarily concerned about having a better informed 
counseling--advising staff, particuLirly concerning graduation 
requirements both within and outside their own. areas. Two years later, 
however, the primary emphasis shi.fted to more of a concern for student-
faculty relationships. There seemed to be greater desire for advisors 
who would take more time with and interest in their students and who 
would treat them more as people than as responsibilities. A typica.l 
remark was that all the "good" advisors were overloaded. A primary wish 
of 20 percent of the 1971 students was that their advisor<:: lvere more 
informed about academic policy and procedure. 
Fifteen percent of the students felt the need to know more about 
the program. A typical statement among this group was that more 
publicity should be given to serv:l.ces available. The remaining 
suggestions were divided among a variety of categories. Notable among 
these suggestions was a felt need for a vocational guidance program. 
Other suggestions lolere spread over a ~dde range of subjects such as 
resident assi.stants, freshman orientation, and registration. 
66sc-!e Table 66. 
N 
5 
23 
11 
6 
7 
79 
8 
12 
5 
6 
5 
54 
28 
6 
5 
7 
10 
5 
21 
Table 65 
Number and Percentage of Typical Statements P~de by Five or More Students Concerning 
the Counseling and Advising Program at University of the Pacifica 
b t i. 1969 I 1971 1 
% 1 N % t 
I l 
ssz 1 soz-1
1 i 6 
I 6 I 10 
1 13 I 13 
I 65 
I 2~ 
I 
12% I 
- Q I 
14 
22 
5 
5 
5 
32 
30 
! 12 
11~ 
l 20 
i 7 I 
7 
! 29 
19% l 
Typical Statements made by five or more studentsc 
A. 
B. 
Favorable statements concerning faculty personnel. 
1. Excellent counseling from my advisor. 
2. Hell informed acaderr.ically. Advisors know required 
3. Know·ledgeable about school policy. Hilling to find 
4. The personal friendly relationship between advisors 
Friendly interested concern for students. 
classes. 
answers. 
and students. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
Always available. Advisors, counselors are easy to get appointments with. 
Extremely helpful and efficient advisors. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
Advisors and counselors are really concerned, and try to help all they can. 
Willingness to help or refer to those who can. 
Show personal interest. 
Professors other than assigned advisor willing to help. 
Advisors give information but leave decision to us. 
Having advisor from same department as major. 
The close student-faculty relationship. "!-Tilling 
Other favorable comments made by fe,.rer than five 
to listen and help. 
students. 
Favorable miscellaneous comments about the counseling and advising program. 
1. It's fine, not teo much nor too little. Just right. 
2. It's satisfactory. 
3. Step ladder organization of RA's, Head Residents, etc. 
4. It is good to kno~..J the help is there if it is needed. 
5. Counseling Center extremely helpful. 
6. The School of Pharmacy set up is ideal. 
7. Other favorable comments n~de by fewer than five students. 
anata compiled from Item 54 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 53 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
brn 1969 N=452; in 1971 N=509. 
CEach statement or one similar was made by at least 5 students • 
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Table 65 (continued) 
1969 I 1971 
1 
N % ! N I 
Typical statements made by five or more students 
% 
I 
22% I 
10 . 11 
43 149 
24 ! 16 
15 120 
6 I -
19% I C. Neutral comments about the counseling and advising program. 
1. I have been my O\vn advisor except for registration. 
2. I never used the program, so cannot evaluate. 
3. Nothing I like best. 
4. Not familiar with the program. Do not knew about it. 
5. Other neutral comments made by feVTer than five students. 
! 
12% In 12 
7 I 6 
12% I D. Negative comments about the counseling and advising program. 
1. My advisor was terrible, uninformed, could not get appointment. 
2. Very poor! Too impersonal. 
5 I "0 
5 I\ 3. Not much! 4. I do not like anything about it. 
9 
22 110 
5. Too impersonal. 
6. Other negative comments made by fe,,;rer than five students. 
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I'.) 
N 
N 
60 
26 
30 
3 
21 
6 
8 
25 
11 
luu. "' Jl I ~.Ill ill 1: :1 I J. 1: :!.II' 
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Table 66 
Number and Percentage of Typical Suggestions for Improvement Made by Five or Hore Students 
Concerning the Counseling and Advising Program at University of the Pacifica 
I 
I 
! 
1971 
% .I N % 
Typical suggestions made by five or more studentsc 
I 
33% i 
I 64 l 
l 
I 25 
! 17 
' I 2 
18% I I I 
I 17 
I 5 
I 
-I 
' i 41 
I 
8 
6 
5 
9 
l 44 
20% 
2 '"! o,o 
A. More informed counselors and advisors. 
1. Advisors should be better informed about academic requirements for 
graduation as ~ .. 1ell as other areas. 
2. Select a better trained, more capable staff. 
3. Better communication be~recn administration, advisors, counselors, and 
students. 
4. Statements made by fevrer than five students. 
B. Student-advisor relationships. 
1. Get only adviso-rs v1ho are willing to help students at times other than 
at registration. 
2. Treat students as people, not responsibilities. 
3. The good counselors are too overloaded. Fewer students per advisor. 
4. Take more time and interest. 
5. Change advisors who do not care. 
6. Let students choose their oHn advisor first semester. 
7. Do not have faculty advisors. Hire qualified counselors. 
8. Give teachers more time for counseling. Lighten the teaching loads of 
professors who are good counselors. 
9. Statements made by fewer than five students. 
aData compiled from Item 55 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 54 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
0 In 1969 N=359; in 1971 N=519. 
cEach statement or one similar was made by at least 5 students. 
1-' 
"" 
""' 
1969 ~ C'/ N lo % I I i 
10% 10% 
14 35 
18 7 
6 5 
3 5 
16% I 77 15% 50 
i 
9"'' i 3% 7. I 28 7 
I 7 
14% I 26% I 
18 I 9 
18 
35 
32 I 73 
Table 66 (continued) 
Typical suggestions made by five or more students 
C. Advisor availability. 
1. Advisors should be more available to students. 
2. There should be more required meetings with advisors other than at 
registration time. 
3. Have advisors keep their stated office hours. 
4. Statements made by fewer than five students. 
D. More publicity. 
1. Give more publicity to services available. 
E. Counseling Center. 
1. Hire full-time professional counselors and advisors. 
2. Move it away from the Health Center to improve reputation. 
F. Miscellaneous other suggestions. 
1. Have better vocational-guidance available. 
2. It is all right like it is. 
3. I do not know. 
4. Hiscellaneous statements made by fev1er than 5 students. 
...... 
N 
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THE HYPOTHESES: FELT NEEDS FOR COUNSELING AND ADVISING67 
The students wer<~ asked how often they had felt the need for 
counsel or advi.ce, or 'vished that they could get :lt, about any kind of 
problem while they had been. at the University. To this questi.on they 
had a choice of four answers: frequently or often, oecasionally, seldom, 
and not at all. In Table 67 the total responses for 1969 were compared 
~vith the total responses for 1971. The chi square test of statisti.cal 
significance revealed that there was no difference in the "tvay students 
answered the question betvJeen the tlvO years tested. In fact, a 
compad.son of the percentage figures reveals a surprising likeness. 
Table 67 
A Percentage Comparison Between 1969 and 1971 of the Frequency with 
Which All Students Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising 
--~---~-
_ .. __ , ____ _ 
Yea·r. Categories la 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
. ....----.. .... --------............... 
_____ , ______ _ 
--... -....... __ 
1969 
and 
1971 
--
1969 15% 28% 41% 15% 629 
1971 18% 28% 41% 13% 580 1. 796 
aColumns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 t:tmes each year) 
(4) Not at all 
In Tables 68 through 74 each hypothesis question is subjected 
separately to the data from 1969 and 1971. Each hypilthesis will be 
accepted and advanced as a plausible generalization only if the chi 
square te'st is found to be significant both years. Those hypotheses 
~-1hich are found to be significant one year but not the other w·ill become 
----~-
67nata for this section are taken from Item 50 of the 1969 
questionnaire and Item 52 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
126 
the bas:l.s of a discussion but not: a general:tzation. Percentage f:l.gures 
in columns 1, 2, 3, and 4 are used instead of rmv- data because each 
hypothesis is directional and the percentage figures help to establish 
d:lrectionali ty. 
In determing significance for each of the hypotheses, the 
fo1lmving statistical criteria are used: 
Test: Chi square, one-tailed test. 
Degrees of freedom = 1 
Critical region> 6.25 
In 1969 the chi square test supported the hypothesis~ at the 
chosen level of .05, that men d:td indicate less need for c:ounseling and 
advising tha.n did vromen. Twelve percent of the men e.s compared Hith 
16 perc.ent of the women indicated frequent need; and 19 percent of the 
• 
men as compared with 1.1 perc.ent of the women said, rrNot at all." In 
1971, hmvever, the men and women answered this question so nearly alike 
that the hypothesis \vhich could be supported in 1969 can no longer be 
supported in 1971. 
!:!Y.EEthe.si~ 2: Students in a J?..;"_2_fessi~J.:. ..... ~d10ol will indicate l.~~­
~~.[or couns~li.!-_1g and advising t_!:lan 't'lill student~- in a liber.§!_J.:.. 
~!.E. schE_~l. (Table 69) 
The data for 1969 shmvs a trend in the direction of support for 
this hypothesis but not at the .05 level of significance. In 1971, 
how·ever, the results support the hypothesis at the chosen level of .05. 
Even though there is an excellent chance that the hypothesis can be 
supported by the data, no generalization can as yet be made because the 
data for both years do not support it at the pre-announced statistical 
level. 
'£able 68 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Men and Homen 
Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971 
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---------
·---·--·-
Year Categories la 2 3 I+ N Chi Square 
------
1969 
1971 
Men 12% 23% 4U 19% 286 
Women 16% 32% 38% 11% 345 13.827* 
Men 17% 29% /11% 12% 323 
Women 19% 25% /f2% 14% 357 1.543 
--------------------------
aCo1umns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year) 
(l•) Not at all 
*Chi Square P < .05 betv1een men and ,.,omen for 1969. 
Table 69 
A Perc:~ntage Comparison of the Frequency v1ith Hhich Professional 
School Students and Liberal Arts Students Felt the Need for 
CounseHng and Advising During 1969 and 19 71 
··--........ _.,. __ 
....... ___________ ... __________ _ 
-·---........... ...-...~-·---
-------- -- .. ·- ------·--
Year Categor:!.es 2 3 4 N CM. Square 
---·-----·--------·-----·---·---- ---·-
1969 Profsnl Sch 11% 
Lib. Arts 17% 
1971 Profsnl Sch 10% 
Lib. Arts 20% 
--.. -
29% 42% 
29% 38% 
26% 48% 
29% 40/; 
16% 
13% 
16% 
11% 
255 
278 
159 
256 
4.59 
8.84* 
acolumns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month) 
,(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year) 
(l+) Not at all 
*Chi Square P < .05 between professional school students and 
liberal arts students for 1971. 
lll.E.2th~s1s 3.: UE.~ cl~men stud~~.ill indica~e less need 
for_s£~mseliE.f~.nd advising th~n wil_l lmo1er classmen_ 
~tudent;E._. (Table 70) 
An inspection of the percentage points for the two categories 
\~:f.11 indicate a d:f.ffe:rence between the t'~o groups i.n the direct:f.on 
indicated by the hypothesis; hmvever, because the chi square figure is 
not large enough to come w·ithin the cr.H ical region, the hypothesis 
cannot be accepted. 
-
Table 70 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Hhich Upper Classmen 
and Lot.,er Classmen Felt the Need for CounseHng and 
Advising During 1969 and 19 71 
------------ . 
. -~- --
_____ ..._...._._... _......, 
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Year Categories la 2 3 
'• N Ch1. Square 
----
1969 
1971 
Up. Class. 11% 30% 42% 15% 276 
Low. Class. 17% 27% 39% 14% 326 3.623 
Up. Class. 18% 29% 38% 15% 268 
Low. Class. 19% 27% 44% 10% 268 1+.187 
acolumns: (1) Frequently or often (several ti.mes each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 tim£~s each year) 
(4) Not at all 
Hypothesis l~ is similar to Hypothesis 1. In 1969 there was 
statistical support for this statement but not in 19 71. Even though the 
trend is still in the direction of this hypothesis, the difference is 
not sufficient to suggest a generalization. 
Even though nothing significant resulted from the 1969 data, it 
was felt that a trend was detected and that perhaps a larger N for off-
campus students m:Lght yield something significant. Not only did the 
retest not y1eld significant results but the trend reversed itself. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 5 cannot be accepted. 
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Table 71 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with tvhich Students with 
a 2.6 G.P.A. or Better and Students Below 2.6 Felt the Need 
for Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971 
-··8 --... 
- ·---... 
Year Categories la 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
------~ .. ~----·--
1969 2.6 C.P.A.+ 10% 31% 41% 15% 351 
Below 2.6 19% 25% 39% H% 189 8.027* 
------· ----------------
1971 
-
2.6 G.P.A.+ 16% 28% 42% 14% 337 
Belmo1 2.6 21% 26% 43% 10% 111 2.290 
...... 
- ----·-----
acolumns: (1) Frequently or often (several ti.mes each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year) 
(4) Not at all 
*Chi Square P< .05 bet~.;reen stduents with a 2.6 G.P.A. or better 
and students belo~1 2.6. 
'l'ab1e 72 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency ~·d.th Hhich Students Living On~· 
Campus and Students Living Off·-Campus Felt the Need for 
Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971 
._..,, __ .. ______ ... _A _________ ,. __ ,__. 
·~--··------------------------............. ________ , 
·---·· -··---------
Year 
1969 
19 71 
-
Categories la 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
·----.. ... - ... 
On-Campus 15% 30% 41% 15% 556 
Off-Campus 19% 20% '•4% 15% 70 3.46 
On-Campus 19% 27% 44% 11% 381 
Off-Campus 16% 30% 37% 17% 200 5.691 
----
aco1umns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year) 
(4) Not at all 
Again is Eleen the phenomenon of two categories ~1hich '"'ere 
significantly different in 1969, but in 1971 they W<:'!re not only not 
significantly diff(~rent but reversed and pointed in an opposite 
I 
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d1.rect1.on. Specifically, in 1969 only 10 percent of the students from 
academically-oriented homes felt a need for counseling and advising 
frequently or often, and for students from non-academically--oriented 
homes the figure w·as 16 percent. In 1971, however, the percentage for 
the academic had risen to 21 percent while the non-academic remained 
the same. Hypothesis 6 cannot be accepted. 
Table 73 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency 'ivith Hhich Students 
from Academically-Oriented Families and Students 
from Other Types of Families Felt the Need for 
Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971 
_______ ..._. .... 
--------------
Year Categories la 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
--·-A .. 
1969 Academic 1.0% 26% 41+% 17% 282 
Non-Acado!mic 16% 29% 37% 13% 343 8. 96"' 
-----~-----
_____ -.r ___ ....... _..,,__ 
1971 Academic 21% 28% 38% 13% 234 
Non-AcadE!mic 15% 28% /f3% ll•% 251 3.993 
---·----- ---------
8 Colunms: (1) :Frequently or often (seve:eal times each month) 
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year) 
(4) Not at all 
*Chi Sqttare P < .05 between students from academically-·oriented 
families and students from non-academically-oriented families for 1969. 
Neither set of data for either year resulted in s:I.gnificance. 
It should be noted, hm·1ever, that the trend j_s in the direction of the 
hypothesis. Because the chi square did not reach the .OS level, 
Hypothesis 7 cannot be accepted. 
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Table 74 
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency vTith Which Students Having Had 
Good High School Counseling and Students Not Hav:I.ng Had Good Counsel:I.ng 
Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising During .1969 and 1971 
Year 
1969 
1971 
Categories la 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
Good H.S.Cn 1.6% 32% 38% 13% 243 
Poor H.S.Cn 15% '•8% 40% 15% 230 3.810 ________ .... _ 
Good H.S.Cn 26% 2/f% t~O% 10% 96 
Poor H.S.Cn 16% 28% 42% llf% 485 5.848 
acolumns: (1) Frequently or oft£:m (several times each month) 
(2) Occ.asionally (6-10 times each year) 
(3) Seldom (up to 5 Urnes each year) 
(L•) Not at all 
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SUMHARY 
This chapter has been concerned '>lith a presentation of the 
statfstical data of the study and its interpretation. Included have 
been the results of the questionnaire returns and a question-by-quest:f.on 
analysis of the responses according to the several categories into \\Thich 
each vms divided. The questionnaire analysts was organized into 
sections according to the various areas of the counseling a.nd advising 
program with "'.rhich the study was concerned. Those areas of concern were 
as follows: 
1. The overall effectiveness of the counseling and advising 
program of the University, concerning occupational-
vocational plans and social-personal problems, 
2. The faculty advisors~ 
3. The Counseling Center, 
4. The Placement Office, 
5. 'fhe Freshman Orientation Program, 
6. The Resident Assistant Program, 
7. School-employed and non-school-employed persons to whom the 
students go for help, 
8. Those parts of the program \vhich students like most and 
suggestions for improving the program. 
The findings of the chapter are briefly as follows: Hith respect to the 
two-fold purpose of this project--(1) to develop a method which can he 
used to convey to college personnel the perceptions and convictions of 
students concerning the counseling and advising prog:ram, (2) to 
demonstrate a means of finding out v1here the greatest needs are--claims 
can be made that the project is suc.cessful. Administrators should be 
able to take the data presented here and determine the strengths and 
'"eaknesses of their program. 
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With respect to the hypotheses \oll1ich came about partially aB the 
result of the literature revieH, not one could be wholly supported by 
the data. llr:f.efly stated, the findings are as follmnp On the Stockton 
campus of the Univers:f.ty of the Pacific 
1. Men do not indicate less need for counseling and a.dvising 
than do women, 
2. Professional school students do not indicate any less need 
for counseling and advising than do liberal arts school 
students, 
3. Upper classmen do not indicate any less need for counseling 
and advising than do lower classmen, 
lh Upper C.P.A. students do not indicate any less need for 
counseli.ng and advis:!.ng than do upper G.P .A. students, 
5. Students living on-campus do not. indicate any less need for 
counseling and adv:i.sing than do ~tudents livi.ng off"-campus, 
6. Students who come from academically-oriented families do not 
indicate less need for counseling and advising than do 
students from non-academically oriented families, 
7. Students who have had Hhat they considered to be helpful 
high school counseling do not indicate more need for 
counseling and advising than do students who have not had 
good counseling. 
The chapter concluded with a renumeration of the hypotheses and 
an analysis of the data used to accept or reject them. The next chapter 
will summarize the study, discuss the findings and present certain 
recommendations for consideration by University of the Pacific. Also 
presented will be recommendat:i.ons for further investigations lvhich the 
study suggests. 
Chapter 5 
SUHMARY, DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUHHARY 
-~.u r.l?.P~l..J:.!:.~--~-tuc!Y_ 
It was the purpose of this research project to develop a method 
which could be used by college and university personne.l. to obtain 
students' perceptions of and convi.ct.:ions concerning advising programs on 
their campuses. Included in the procedure was a demonstration of how it 
can be determlned ,,rhere the greatest needs are and whether or not there 
are any stgn:f.ficant differences in the perceptions of, or expressed 
needs for, counseling and adv:f.sing by d:i.fferent categories of students 
within the school. For thi.s demonstration, seven different categories 
of students to be tested were chosen from the student population and 
hypotheses about these groups were constructed. 
Basic As_s~u.mp}_:i.Ol!, 
An important basic assumpt1.on for this study is that most small 
colleges and universities have counsell.ng and advising programs that are 
enough alike to readily adapt the method used in this study for their 
use. Because it was developed for and tested on a campus of less than 
5,000 students, it :f.s not claimed that the method is useable on campuses 
of larger enrollment. 
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Rev:l.ew of the L:!.terat:ure 
The literature tvhich tvas reviewed for this study covered two 
general areas of concern: (1) student evaluations of counseling and 
. -
advisi.ng programs, and (2) literature pertaining to particular iten:s 
found in the ques t:i.onnaire. The review of literature revealed a dearth 
of research on the evaluati.on of counseling and advising programs, 
particularly evaluations as done by the students. Th<:~ reviet.,r suggested 
some of the hypotheses which the study proposed to test. 
After the questionnaire \vas constructed, it ~ms first tested on 
the Stockton campus of the University of the Pacific, which had, in 
1969, an enrollment of 2,4111. After the results had been tabula.t:ed, 
analyzed and re.ported to the University offici.als, the questionnaj __ re '"as 
rev:!.sed and retested on the same campus in 1971. That year the 
enrollment had increased to 3,733. The results of the second question-
naire were tabulated and analyzed in the same manner as the first. The 
analyses, categorized according to certain groups within the Un:i.versi ty, 
provided the data whereby a comparison could be made between groups of 
students as well as between the two years. The chi square test of 
statistical significance was used to determine differences and 
likenesses. 
The groups of students lvi thin the University \vhich were compared 
were as follmvs: 
1. Hen and ~mmen , 
2. Liberal arts students and professional school students, 
3. Upper classmen. and lm.,rer classmen, 
4. Upp<~r G.P.A. a.nd lm·.rer G.P.A., 
5. On-campus housing and off-campus houslng, 
6. Academic type famU.ies and non-academic families, 
'7, Students having had good high school counseling and 
students having had poor high school counseling. 
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Those areas of the University's counseling and advis:i.ng program 
\vhich the students evaluated \vere as folloHs: 
1. The overall effectiveness of the counseling and advising 
program of the University, 
2. The faculty advisors, 
3. The Counseling Center, 
4. The Placement Office, 
5. The Freshman Orientation Program, 
6. The Resident Assistant Program. 
The data for. testing the hypotheses were taken from the results 
of a question •.vhich asl~ed the students to state how often they had felt 
the need for counsel or advice about any ki.nd of problcc\m from the time 
they f:i.rst came to the University to the time of the survey. 
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 
Results of this study indicate that the students in general have 
a fairly posiUve opinion of the counseling and advising program of the 
University, the strongest feature beins the friendly interest \vhich 
large numbers of advisors take in their advisees. In the absence of 
empirical data with \-lhich to compare, it is difficult to knmv Hhether 
or not better results should be expected. 
Apparett tly ~ advisors are more lvillirlg than thc~y ar:e ca.pable. as 
evidenced by the 87 percent rat:i.ng for friendliness (1971 data) as 
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compared to the 79 percent knowledgeability about academic policy, the 
66 percent helpfulness with occupational-vocational plans, the 63 percent---
helpfulness with social-personal problems, and the 73 percent helpfulness 
with school-related or academic problems. Hith respect to occupational 
plans and social--personal problems, perhaps better results for faculty 
advisors cannot be c.~xpected, but in areas dealing ~vith academic matters 
it '1-lOuld seem reasonable t:o expect a better percentase rating than 
79 percent for knmvledgeability and 73 percent for helpfulness, 
especially for university faculty personnel. It should again be 
mentioned that in comparing the data of 1969 and 1971, even though the 
figures are still high, the faculty adv:tsors dropped significantly in 
percentage points for availability (from 84% to 76%) and friendliness 
(from 93% to 87%). No d:r.op in helpfulness \vi.th variow> kinds of 
problems was seen, hm,,ever. 
In the areas of occupational-vocational and social-personal 
counseling, approximately t'vo-thirds of the students '.;rho had sought help 
rated their advisors as "helpful." Considering the fact that the 
advisors are not expected to do much by w.q of occupational-vocational 
and sodal-personal counseling, perhaps they should be commended for 
these ratings. In assessing the adequacy of the counseling and advising 
program as it relates to these two areas it should not be forgotten that 
53 percent of the students said they have desired more help Hith occupa-
tional·-vocational planning and 23 percent more help with social-personal 
problems than they have been able to get. 
It is n~markahle that in 1969 only 10 percent and in 19 71 only 
14 percent of the students of the University had been to the Counsel:f.ng 
! 
I 
~ 
I 
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Center at all for any kind of help. It would not be fair to the 
Counseling Center to attempt to evaluate its effectiveness on the basis 
of a sample in 1969 of only 50 students and i.n 1971 of only 85, yet it 
i.s of :l.nterest to note that ~vhereas 82 percent of those who lvent to the 
Center in 1969 felt they had been helped, 64 percent felt they had been 
helped in 1971. And if the services of the Center were judged on the 
basis of vlhat students ~vere Baying, 55 percent would say it ~vas a place 
where students could go to be helped. There seemed to be much confusion 
among students as to what kinds of problems the Center \vas set up to 
help solve. There is evidence that publicity had been given to the 
Center during the two years since 1969, but even so lfl percent of the 
students reported they did not know about its services. 
With respect to the number of students '"ho would use the 
Counseling Center if it were advertised to help solve a variety of 
problems, one-third of the students would do so; but since only one-
fourth said they would not use the Center even if it Nere advertised, 
then the potential clientele could be as high as three-fourths of the 
students. Since one-half of the students had indicated a desire for 
more help than they have been able to get, a conservative estimate would 
be that at least half of the students would use such a center. 
Concerning the number of students to Hhom the location of such a center 
\vould be important, even though to the plurality of students (44%) 
location does not matter, yet there are enough to whom location does 
matter (32% said "Yes," and another 25% were uncertain) as to suggest 
the adv.:i.sabllity of a counseling center located in the cen t:ral campus. 
The Placement Office 
In the absence of a criterion against which to measure the data, 
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it is difficult to make a definite statement about the Placement Office, 
It should be noted, l10~.,rever, that e.ven thoush the same percentage number 
(17%-18%) of. students regi.stercd with the Placement Of-fice in 1971 as 
registered in 1969, the number who felt they had been helped declined 
sharply from 59 percent to 45 percent. One questi.on which the 
University must ask itself is whether a placement office v1hich is 
helping only 8 to 10 percent of its students is fulfilling its 
object.i.ves. An indication by one-thlrd of the students that they do not 
know about its services should indicate a need for better publicity for 
the Off:l..ce. 
Freshman Orientation 
It should be noted that lvhereas the student ratings for all 
other areas of the counseling and advising program have either held 
steady or show·n a decline bct~reen the yaars 1969 and 19 71, only one, 
Freshman Orientation showed an increasf~. 'l'he percentage figure climbc-~d 
from 53 percent who in 1969 felt the orientation program had been 
helpful to 67 percent in 1971. Offered as a possible explanation is the 
fact that since 1969 student counselors have been added to the program. 
In spite of the relatively good rating, it should be noted that 
89 percent felt they vmuld prefer something other than ~·1hat they were 
given. Note that 38 percent would like the meeU.ngs spread out over a 
portion of the first semester. 
Resident Assistants 
The Resident Assistant program seems to be v.rell accepted by most 
of the students: only 3 percent felt negHtive tmvard it and 76 percent 
felt positive. It should also be notE!d that on a 5 point scale the 
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res:l.dent ass:l.s tants in thcd.r roles rece:l.ved ratinp;s (3. 83) comparable to 
faculty advisors (3.81). 
There is one observation which ought to be made concerning a 
statistically significant shift in the order of non-school-employed 
persons to whom students Hould go ~vith certain kinds of problems. In 
1969, 50 percent of the students said they ~JOuld go to their parents for 
both occupational-vocational problems and academic problems. In 1971, 
' however, this figure dropped to 38 pereent and 34 percent respectively. 
A noticeable percentage rise in choice is seen among persons other than 
relatives, particularly fellmv students. In 1971, fellmv students rated 
ten percentage potnt:s above parents as persons to whom students ~vould go 
with personal-social problems and four points less than parents as 
persons to whom they would go \vith academic problems. 
An inspection of the demographic data to compare the types of 
homes from '"hich the students come will reveal that there is no 
difference bet\veen the student populations with respect to the parents 1 
type:! of employment, the parents 1 level of education, and the family 
incomes. Yet despite this similarity in background, the students d1.d 
not ans\ver the questions the same. The data for the tHo years surveyed 
seems to say that the student perceptions of the effectiveness of the 
counseling and advising program are generally lmver in 19 71 than in 1969. 
Here advisors not cari.nG as much, were they not working as 
hard, were they not as available, ~vere they actually less friendly in 
1971 than in 1969? Are counselors in the Counseling Center actually 
ll~l 
less competent in 1971 than h1 1.969 as the data ~"ould seem to indicate? 
Hhy did the Placement Office experience. a l/1 percent drop and Freshman 
Orientation a 14 percent gain? Even though the data from Table 67 tolould 
suggest that there is no difference bett.reen the ttvo years in the 
frequency with tvh:l.ch students have felt the need for counseling and 
adv:l.sing, yet: \·lhy was not one hypothesis. which was confirmed in 1969 
reconfirmed :l.n 1971? Could it be that students :l.n 1971 Here brighter 
and better informed than they were in 1969 and so were harder to please? 
A number of anmo1ers can be suggested but none can be affirmed. 
Perhaps the most obvious suggestion would have to do 't-lith the 55 percent 
grmo1th in enrollment experienced by the University between the tvm 
years. A school which undergoes a growth experience of t:his magnitude 
within a relatively short period cannot hope to maintain a steady image, 
particularly in an area as delicate as human relationships. 
Another factor H'hich should be considered is size. The probable 
assumption that the larger the school the less personal the program 
could be operating at this university as well. The increase in size may 
account for what seems to be a greater dissatisfaction among students 
with the counseling and advising program; hence, a greater call by 
students for "advisors \vho are ~o1illing to help students at times other 
than at registration," "fewer students per advisor," and for "counselors 
who will treat students as people~ not responsibilities." 
A third factor vJhich may help account for the difference is a 
growing des:l.re for independence from adult society which college age 
people are exper:l.encing. The last fe~., years have seen tremendous 
changes w-ithin society. 'fo illustrate, witness the lowering of the 
legal and voting age to include eighteen-year-olds. In colleges and 
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universities witness the change of policy in the res:i.dence hall programs 
and in some areas of university administration. In this study \vitness 
the noticeable shift mv-ay from si.gniflcant adults in students 1 personal 
lives and tmv-ard fellow students for help \vi.th certain problems. 
RECOMNENDATIONS 
As a result of this study the following recommendations are 
made. 
B:~~end_~_tions %.2.!: _ _!:hc:....l~-rov£I.~.ent of _the_..S.:E..'!.!1...§_eHn_g_~nc.!__Aclv:l.sir:tJI 
Program, University ~t:_he __ ~ac:!:_f:Lc 
1. Considering the fact that 86 to 90 percent of the counseling 
and advising is being done by faculty advisors who are for the most part 
full-time classroom instructors, and considering the fact that these 
advisors "'ere judged by tH·o-thirds to three-fourths of the students to 
he helpful in all areas in wh:l.ch their help was sought during the t'vo 
years \vhen the enrollment increased 55 percent, it is recoum1ended that 
they be commended for a job \vell done. 
2. The great majority of advisors are considered to be 
friendly, approachable, accessible, and knm.;ledgeable, but because the 
students rated them significantly lmv-er. in 19 71 than in 1969, it is 
recommended that a panel of advisors be formed to determine what, if 
anything, can be done to reverse the trend. 
3. Because 21 percent of the students felt their advisors were 
not knowledgeable, it is also recommended that this same panel consider 
what, if anything, can be done to help adv:i.sors become more knmv-1-
edgeable about academic procedures and policy. 
4. Because 16 percent of the students have expressed a desire:! 
to know more about the counseling and advising program (j.ncluding the 
Counseling Center and the Placement Office), it is recommended that the 
Student Personnel Office make concerted effort to publicize these 
services in such a ..,.my that: every student will know about them. 
5. Fifty-tHo percent of the students (65% of the liberal arts 
students) desired more help than they were able to get wi.th occupational-
vocational planning; 23 percent desired more help than they were able to 
get with social-personal problems; 40 percent of the students rated the 
counseling and advising services as not: helpful j_n the areas of 
vocational-occupational and social-personal problems. In view of these 
facts, it is recommended that the University consider ~.,rays in which 
these kinds of services can be improved and expanded, 
6. In view of the fact that the potential number of students 
who would use the. Counseling CenteL would greatly inerease if it were 
advertised to handle a variety of problems and if it were located in 
the c.entral campus, it is recommended that consideration be given to 
expanding the function of the Center and moving it to a central locntion. 
7. Because lower division students generally vie\v their 
advisors as less easy to get appointments with, less knmvledgeable about 
academic policy, and less helpful with problems concerning choice of 
major, occupation, or career, it is recommended 
a. That advisors for lower division students be especially 
chosen and trained for their work, 
b. That lmver division students (especially freshmen) be 
invited by their advisors to meet them at times other 
than at registration, 
c. 1hat steps be taken to provide better occupational-
vocational counseling for them than what they are 
presently receiving, and 
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d. That advisors be given more credit load for advising tasks. 
8. Because of the importance of keep1ng advisors and counselors 
informed and of giving them opportunity to express their vie~·ls and ask 
questions~ it is recommended that administrative officials conduct 
periodic workshop-type, in-service training sessions to discuss 
procedures, policy, changes, and projected changes. 
9. Considering the fact that i.t i.s virtually impossible to get 
all advisors and counselors together for in-service training sessions, 
and because of the importance of having everyone aware of pol:tcies and 
procedures, i.t j_s recommended that careful attention be given to the 
preparation and yearly revision of a complete advisor-counselor hand-
book. Such a publ:lcation ~vould be distributed to all members of the 
faculty, all dormi.tory personnel, and anyone else lilho may have an 
advi.sor-advisee relat:i.onship with students. 
10. In view of the fact that a very small percentage of 
students are being he.lped by the Placement Office, it is recommended 
that study be given to the function and objectives of the Office to 
determine whether it is performing the services the University would 
deem functi.onal. 
11. Organi.zer.s and administrators of the Freshman Orientation 
program should be corrrrnended for the increase in student rating from one 
year to the other; hmv-ever, because of certain student comments, it is 
recommended that the program be expanded to include regularly scheduled 
meetings wi.th advisors during the first semester. 
12. Because of the \-1ide acceptance of the Resident Assistant 
Pl."ogrmn, and because of ~vhat seems to be a grovdng dependence upon 
fellow students for counsel and advice, it is recomnended that the 
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University continue to explore ways of helping the resident ass:f.stants 
to be more effective :f.n their roles as student counselors and advisors. 
~c:£l.l!!~E2.~.ti~l_S for_~;~as Needin_g Furthe.r Research_ 
1. The nature of this project ~vould suggest that until the 
method has been tried on a number· of different ldnds and sizes of 
campuses, it will not be known how adaptable or useable it really is. 
2. The literature seemed to suggest what should have been 
expected for some of the hypotheses, but this study was not able to 
substantiate any of them. Such an outcome \vould suggest further and 
wider study is needed in the areas of the hypotheses. 
3. In Judging the success of a counseling and advising program, 
a set of standards against wh:f.ch to compare an evaluation would be 
useful. The more campuses on \•Thich similar studies to this one are 
conducted and the more data available~ the easier it lvill be to 
constr·uct a set of norms as a point of reference. 
APPENDIX A 
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AREAS INCLUDED IN 1'HE FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE-1969 
A. Background i.nformation about the student and his family. 
1. Place of residence. 
2. Sex. 
3. Age. 
4. G.P.A. last semester. 
5. Number of years at this university. 
6. Class standing; 
7. Colll~ge or school in ~-1hich enrolled. 
8. Major, if in Hberal arts. 
9. Father's type of employment. 
10, Mother's type of employment. 
11. Estimated family income per year. 
12. Father's level of education. 
13. Hother' s level of educat:t.on. 
14. Number of children in the family. 
15. M.ar:ttal status of the parents. 
B. Evaluation of high school counseling or advising. 
1. Concerning college program. 
2. Concerning per::wnal or social problems. 
3. Concerning occupational or vocational problems. 
C. Evaluation of counseling and/or advising at this college. 
1. Help \\lith occupational-vocational problems. 
2. Help ~.;ri th personal or social problems. 
3. Difficulty involved in seeing advisor. 
4. Student-advisor relationship 
5. Knowledge of advisor concerning school policy. 
6. Advisor help vlith personal or social problems. 
7. Advisor help '-lith choice of major or occupation. 
8. Advisor help with academic problems. 
9. Type of school-employed person student would go to for 
a personal or social prol?lem. 
10. Type of school--employed person student would go to for 
an occupatj_onal-vocational problem. 
11. Type of school-employed person student would go to for 
an academic problem. 
D. Evaluation of the Counseling Center.· 
1. Evaluation of services received. 
2. Evaluation of services from what others have said. 
3. Number of times student has gone to the Center. 
l+. Pereeption of the kinds of problems the Center handles. 
5. Reasons students do not use Center services. 
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E. Evaluation of the Placement Office. 
1. Students' past-college plans. 
2. Evaluatlon of services rece:i.ved. 
3. Reasons students do not use Placement Office services. 
1~. S:l.gniflcant non-scltool counselors and advisors~ 
1. Person most helpful with vocational problems. 
2. Person most helpful \vi th personal or social problems. 
3. Person most helpful Hith educational problems. 
G. Freshman Ori.entation. 
1. Evaluation of its helpfulness. 
2. Recommendation for its improvement. 
H. How often need for counseling or advising is felt. 
APPENDIX n 
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A STUDENT EVALUATION OF 
THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAN 
AT THE COLLEGES OF 
THE illU.VERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
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Your ansHers to these questions Hill be used by the adminis-
trators, deans, counselors and advisors in the colleges of the University 
of the Pacific, in assessing the effectiveness of their work as seen from 
the student's po:l.nt of vie~,r. Your taking time (about 20 minutes) to 
express your opi.nions regarding this phase of Univendty of the Pacific's 
campus life Hill be sincerely apprec:i.ated. 
Instructions: Indicate your ans\'7ers by marking the IBH card 
with a No. 2 soft lead pencil. Completely darken the space containirig 
the~ letter that agrees with the letter preceding the~ statement that most 
accurately indicates your current status or feelings. Some questions 
re.quire more than one set of blanks on the card for possible responses, 
Don't be disturbed about sets of blanks on this card whieh you do not u:::e. 
PART I, BACKGROUND INFORHATION 
1. Place of residence here at UOP: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
2. Sex: 
a. 
3. Age: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
Sorority or fraternity house 
Cluster college dorm 
Other college dorm 
Off-campus rooming house or apartment 
o~vn home 
Hale b. Female 
17 or under 
18·-20 
21-23 
24-·26 
27 or over 
4. As nearly as you can remember, \vhat was your GPA last 
a. 3.1 4.0 
b. 2.6 - 3.0 
c. 2.1 - 2.5 
d. 1.6 - 2.0 
e. Does not apply in my college 
5. No. of years at this university, counting this year as 
a. 1 b. 2 c. 3 d. 
'• e. 5 or more 
semester? 
1: 
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6. Class Standing: 
a. Freshman 
b. Sophomore 
c. Junior 
d. Scmior 
e. Other 
7 & 8. In which school or college are you presently enrolled'? 
School of Liberal Arts 
7a. College of the Pacific 
b. Raymond Collef,e 
c. Elbert Covell College 
d. Callison College 
Sa. Conservatory of Husic 
b. School of Education 
c. School of Pharmacy 
d. School of Engineering 
e. Graduate School 
9 & 10. If you are enrolled in one of the li.beral arts colleges, 
what is your current area of major concentration? (If still 
undecided, or if enrolled in a professional school or the 
graduate school, leave 9 and 10 blank.) 
9a. Art 
b. Business Administration or Economies 
c. English or Speech 
d. Languages: Classic or Hodern 
e. Mathematics 
lOa. Philosophy 
b. Health, Physical Education, Recreation or Group'tvork 
c. Religion or Pre-ministerial 
d. Science (Biology, Chemistry, Geology or Geography, 
Physics, l'Iedical Tech., etc.) 
e. Social Science (History, Political Science, 
Sociology, Psychology, Inter-American Studies, 
International Relations, etc.) 
J.l & 12. Father's major. type of employment: (If you have a stepfather 
or foster ~ather, respond for the one with whom you most 
closely identify.) 
lla. Professional, technical, or managerial (Engineering, 
medicine, education, religion, etc.) 
b. Clerical or sales (Accounting, merchandizing, etc.) 
c. Service (Wed ter, barber, laundry, police, armed 
forces, etc.) 
d. Farming, fishery, forestry, and related occupations 
e. Proeess:i.ng (Netal, foundry occupations: food, wood, 
petroleum, etc.) 
12a. Nachine trades (Toolmaker, mechanical repair, 
machinest, etc.) 
b. Bench work (Assembly, fabrication, repair of 
products, etc.) 
c. Structural (\vclder, electrician, builder, etc.) 
d. Miscellaneous (Transportation, amtisements, etc.) 
e. Don't knmv 
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13 & llf, Nother's major type of employment: (if you have a stepmother 
or foster mother, respond for the one \v:L th \vhom you most 
closely identify.) 
13a. Professional, technical, or managerial (See lla) 
b. Clerieal or sal en (See llb) 
c. Service (See llc) 
d. Processing (See lle) 
e. Bench \vork (See 12b) 
J.4a. House\vife 
b. Other 
c. Don't know 
1.5. Estimated family income. per year: 
a. Under $10,000 
b. $10,000 -- 19,999 
c. $20,000 -- 29,999 
d. Over $30,000 
e. Don't lcnoH 
16. Father's highest level of education: (If you have a step-
father or foster father, respond for the one ~vith \vhom 
you most closely identify.) 
a. Elementary school 
b. High school 
c. Attended junior college, techni.cal or trade school 
d. Graduated from college 
e. Earned a graduate degree (HA, MD, Ph.D., etc.) 
17. Mother's highest level of education: (Interpret the same as 
for f/16) 
a. Elementary school 
b. High school 
c. Attended junior college, technical or trade school 
d. Graduated from college 
e. Earned a graduate degree 
18. Number of children :i.n yo.ur family: (Include stepbrothers 
and sis te:!rs) 
a. One; self 
b. Two, including self 
c. Three or four, including self 
d. Five or six, including self 
e. Seven or more, including self 
19. Marital status of your real parents: 
a. Living together, good rel.at:i.onsh:!.p 
b. Living together, poor relationship 
c. Separated 
d. Divorced 
e. One or both deceased 
PART II, HIGH SCHOOL COUNSELING AND/OR ADVISING 
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20. Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning 
your college program: 
a, Very helpful 
h. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. Such counseling \vas not available at my high school 
e. I didn't seek ~1is kind of counseling 
21. Rate the counseling you received i.n high school concerning 
personal or social problems. (Family or opposite--sex 
relationships, drugs, etc.) 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. Such counseling was not available at my high school 
e. I didn't seek this kind of counseling 
22. Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning 
occupational, vocational or career planning: 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. Such counseling was not available at my high school 
e. I didn't seek this kind of counseling 
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PART III, UOP COUNSELING AND/OR ADVISING 
23. Rate the counselinp, or advising you have received here, 
concerning occupational, vocational, or career problems 
or planning. (Choice of major or occupation, etc.) 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I have not sought this kind of counseling or advice 
2lt. Rate the counseling or advising you have recelved here 
concerning personal or social problems. (Roommates, 
opposite-sex relationships, drugs, etc.) 
25. 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I have not sought this kind of counseling or advice 
Hm.;r easy 
advisor? 
question 
response 
is i.t to get an appointment H:!.th your faculty 
(If you have had more than one advisor, in this 
and others dealing vJith advisors, limit your 
to your present advisor) 
a. Very easy---ttf3ua1.ly avclilable 
b. Easy 
c. Not r.::asy--seldom available 
d. I have not tried to get an appointment \-lith my advisor 
other than at registration time 
26. \~hat ld.nd of relationship do you have wj_ th your faculty 
advisor? 
a. Very friendly--good understanding 
b. Fr:tendly 
c. Not friendly---cold and distant 
d. I have not had occasion to visit vJith my advisor other 
than at registration time 
27. Hm.;r much does your faculty advisor seem to know about your 
college's academic policies and/or procedures? 
a. Very knm.;rledgeable-·-has most of the ans,.;rers or tries to 
get them 
b. Knm.;rledgeable 
c. Not knowledgeable--has fe,.;r answers and makes little 
effort to get them 
d. I have not had occasion to ask my advisor for this kind 
of help 
28. Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
concerning choice of major, occupation or career. 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I haven't discussed this vJith my advisor 
29. Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
concerning personal or social problems. 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I haven't discussed this ~.,rith my advisor 
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30. Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
concerning academic or school-related proje.cts. (Low 
grades' learning to study, problem 'vith a teacher, staying 
in school, etc.) 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I haven't discussed this vli th my advisor 
31 & 32. If you had an oceupa t:lonal or vocational 1n~oblem which you 
could not handle, to which school-employed person would 
you most likely go for help? 
31a. High school teacher, counselor, or administrator 
b. A university administrator 
c. Dean of Students, Dean of Hen or Homen, Ombudsman, 
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor 
d. Head Resident (House "parent" or adult responsible 
for the residence) 
e. Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate 
student hired to assist and counsel in the 
residence) 
32a. Faculty advisor 
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Mrs. Mason's 
Office) 
c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y staff 
member) 
d. College teacher 
e. Other 
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33 & 34. If you hnd a personal or social problem which you could not 
handle, to which school-employed person would you most 
likely go for help? 
35 & 36 
33a. High school teacher, counselor, or administrator 
b. A university administrator 
c. Dean of Students, Denn of Hen or Homen, Ombudsruan, 
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor 
d. Head Resident (House "parent'' or adult responsible 
for the residence) 
e. Resident Assistant: (Upper classman or eraduat<:~ 
student hired to assist and counsel in the 
residence) 
34a. Faculty advisor 
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Hrs. Hason's 
Office) 
c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y Staff 
Nember) 
d. College teacher 
e. Other 
If you had an academic problem '"'hich you could not handle, 
to which sc:hool-cmployed person would you most likely go 
for help? 
35a. High school teacher, counselor, or administrator 
b. A university adminiBtrator 
c. Dean of Students, Dean of Hen or Homen, Ombudsman, 
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor 
d. Head llesident (House "parent" or adult responsible 
for the residence) 
e. Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate 
student hired to assist and counsel in the 
res:i.dence) 
36a. Faculty advisor 
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Hrs. l1ason's 
Offic.e) 
c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y Staff 
Member) 
d. College teacher 
e. Other 
37. If you have gone to the Counseling Center (Hrs. Hasen's 
Office) for help, rate the. set-vice you received. 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I have not gone to the Center for help 
38. llmV' Hould you rate the ser.v:Lces of the Counseling Center 
from Hhat you have heard about it from other r:;tudents or 
faculty members? 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I have not heard it discussed 
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39. HmV' many times have you gone to the Counseling Center for 
help since coming to University of the Pacific? 
a. None 
b. One to three times 
c. Four to six times 
d. Seven to nine times 
e. 'fen or more times 
1+0. According to your understanding, the Counseling Center has 
been set up to help with Hhat klnds of students' problems? 
(You may give more than one response.) 
a. Occupational and vocational problems 
b. Personal and social problems 
c. Acaderd.c problems 
d. Emotional and mental p'roblems 
e. I don't knmV" 
41. If you have not gone to the Counseling Center, why not? 
a. I didn't knmV" about it, or didn't know where it was 
b. I found help from a fellmV" student 
c. I found help from my advisor or faculy member 
d. I worked out my ovm problems 
e. I have not felt the need for this kind of help 
42. Hhat are your present post-college plans? 
a. Find a job 
b. Go to graduate school 
c. Hen--military service 
Homen--become a housewife 
d. Hork, or keep house, and go to graduate school 
e. Uncertain 
43. If you have registered ~vHh the Placement Off1ce for help 
in finding a job, hmv would you rate the service you 
received by that office? 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
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44. If you have not registered with the Placement Office, ~1icl1 
of the follmvlng statements most accurately indicates why 
not? 
a. I don't need this type of service as yet (under-
classman), but plan to register in the future 
b. I don't know about their services or where they are 
located 
c. I plan to find my own joh 
d. I already have made my post-colle~e plans 
45. Hhat person~ not employed by the school, has helped you 
most 'vith your occupational, vocational, or career 
problems, planning and/or decisions? 
a. Parent 
b. Relative 
c. Employer or employee. in an occupation 
d. Fellow student 
e. Other 
46. Hhat person, not employed by the school, has helped you 
most with your personal and social problems, planning 
and/or decisions? 
a. Parent 
b. Relati.ve 
c. Employer or employee in an occupation 
d. Fellmv student 
e. Other 
4 7. \fuat: person not employed by the school, has helped you 
most with your educational problems, planning and/or 
decisions? 
a. Parent 
b. Relative 
c. Employer or employee in an occupation 
d. Fellmv student 
e. Other 
48. How would you rate the help you received during Freshman 
Orientation? 
a. Very helpful 
b. Helpful 
c. Not helpful 
d. I did not attend Freshman Orientation at University of 
the Pacific 
49. VJhat Hould be your recommendation concerning Freshman 
Orientation for the future? 
a. No chanr,e 
b. Hare days pr:tor to school 
c. Fe~Ter days pr:i.or to school 
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d. Neetings sprend out during the first l•-6 weeks of sehool 
e. Other 
50. Hm.;r often have you felt the need for counsel or advice, or 
\vi.shed that you could get it, about any kind of problem 
\vhile you have bc~en here at UOP? (This includes both times 
when you have, and when you have not 9 asked for counsel or 
advice.) 
a. Frequently; several times a 'veek 
b. Often; several times a month 
c. Occasionally; 6-10 times a year 
d. Seldom; up to 5 tiines a year 
e. Not at all 
160 
HJUTE-·IN QUESTIONS 
Sex ________________ _ Class standing_'---·------
College ______ ·-----·------ Major·------·------
Type of university residence (See question 1)_ 
51. Name the UOP advisor which has helped you most with your 
occupational or vocational problems or ded.Bions. 
Rate this help by puttin.g a check mark on the line-below."-
52. 
1 
Poor 
2 3 
Average 
5 
---·---Very helpful 
Name the UOP advisor which has helped you most with your 
academic problems or dec:i.sions ·-----
1 
Poor 
2 
-----------
53. Name the UOP advisor vJhich has helped you most \-Jith your 
personal or social problerns •. 
5'•· Hhat have you liked best about the counseling or advising 
program here at UOP? (Use the back of this page if 
necessary) 
55. How can tLe counseling or advising program here at UOP be 
improved? (Use the back of· this page if necessary) 
A STUDENT EV.AJ ... UATION OF 
THE COUNSELING Ai'TD ADVISING PRO GRAN 
OF THE illHVERSI'rY OF THE PACIFIC 
To tl"l<:..2_tudel~_!".:.: Your ansvers to these questions ~;.;rill he used by the 
administrators, deans, counselors and advisors in the colleges of the 
Un:i.versity in assessinr; the effecti.veness of their \·mrk as seen from 
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the student's point of vie\V, Your taking time to express your opinions 
regarding this important: phase of the Universlty campus life \vill result 
in helping to improve the program. 
T~J:2::.t!.£.~Jm~~-: Indicate your ans~1crs by Hlling in the appropri.a te blank 
\vith the proper number on the anmver sheet. If you cannot ansHer a 
question or if the question does not pertain to you, please put an X in 
the blank. 
A. BACKGROUND INFOHHATION 
1. Place of residence here at UOP: 
1) On campus (university housing, dormito·ry, sorority, 
fraternity) 
2) Off campus 
2. Sex: 
1) Hale 2) Female 
3. As nearly as you can remember, \<7hat vms your GPA last 
semester? 
1) 2. 6 or above 2) beloH 2. 6 X) does not apply 
'•· Class standing: 
1) Lmver classman (first t\·YO years) 
2) Upper classman (last tHo years) 
3) Other 
5. In ~1ich school or colleRe are you presently enrolled? 
1) College of the Pacific 6) School of Education. 
2) Raymond College 7) School of Pharmacy 
3) Covc~ll College 8) School of Engineering 
4) Callison College 9) Graduate School 
5) Conservatory of Husic 
6. Father' B major type of employment: (If you have a ste.p-
fathcr or foster father, respond for the one with 'tvhom you 
most closely identify.) 
1) Professional, technical, or managerial (engineering, 
medicine, education, reli~ion, etc.) 
2) Clerical or sales (accounting, merchandizing, etc.) 
3) Service (Haiter, barber, laundry, p~lice, armed forces, 
etc.) 
I+) Farming, H.shing, forestry, and related occupations. 
5) Processing (metal, foundry, food, Hood, petroleum, etc.) 
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6) Nachine trades (toolmaker., mechanical repair, machin:lst, 
etc.) 
7) Bench work (assembly, fabricat:i.on, repair of products, 
etc.) 
8) Structural (welder, electrician, builder, etc.) 
9) Niscellaneous 
7. Mother's major type of employment: (If you have a step-
mother or. foster mother, respond for the one w·ith whom 
you most closely identify.) 
1) Professional, technical, or managerial (medical, 
educational~ etc.) 
2) Clerical or sales (accounting, merchandizing, etc.) 
3) Service (~vaitress, laundry, etc.) 
1+) Processing (metal, foundry, food, wood, petroleum, etc.) 
5) Bench work (assembly, fabrication, repair of products, 
etc.) 
6) House\vife 
7) Hiscellaneous 
8. Estimated family income per year: 
1) Less than $10,000 (2 $10,000 or more 
9. Father's highest: level of education: (If you have a step-
fa.t.her or foster father, respond for the one with 'vhom you 
most closely identify.) 
1) Elementary school 
2) H:lgh school 
3) Attended junior college, technical or trade school 
l~) Graduated from college 
5) Earned a graduate degree (MA, HD, Ph.D, etc..) 
10. Nether's highest level of education: 
(Same interpretation and possible answers as for #9) 
B. HIGH SCHOOL COUNSELING AND .i\DVISING 
11. Rate the counseling you received in high school conc1~rning 
your college plans. 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) Such counsel:i.ng was not available at my high school 
4) I didn't seek this kind of counseling 
12. Rate the counseling you received in high school conce1:n.:i.n.g 
permmal or social problems. (Family or opposite-sex 
relationships, drugs, etc.) 
(Same possible answers as for #11) 
13. Rate the counseling you received in hlgh school c:onc.erning 
occupational, vocational or career planning. 
(Same possible answers as for ffll) 
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C. UOP COUNSELING AND ADVISING 
14. Rate the counseling or. advising you have received here 
concerninp; cho:I.ce of major, occupation, or career. 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not sought this kind of help 
15. Have you Hished that you could get more help '·lith you:r. 
choice of major, occupation, or cn.reer than you have been 
able to get? 
1) Yes 2) No 
16. Rate the counseling or advising you have received here 
concerning personal or social problems. (Roo1mna.tes, 
opposite-sex relationships, drugs~ etc.) 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not sough this kind of help 
17. Have you wished that you could get more help \•lith your 
personal or social problems than you have been able to get? 
1) Yes 2) No 
D. FACULTY ADVISOR 
18. Hot-; easy j_s it to get an appointment with your present 
faculty advisor? 
1) Easy (usually available) 
2) Not easy (seldom available) 
3) I have not tried to get an appointment other than at 
registration. 
19. Hhat kind of relationship do you have with your faculty 
advisor'? 
1) Fdendly (lvarm and accepting) 
2) Not friendly (cold and distant) 
3) I have not tried to get an appointment oth<~r than at 
registration. 
20. How much does your faeulty advisor seem to know about your 
college's academic policies and procedures? 
1) Knowledgeable (has most of the ansHers or tries to 
get them) 
2) Not knm.,rledeea.ble (has fe~.,r ans~rers and makes li ttlc 
effort to get them) 
3) I have had no occasion to ask for this ldnd of help. 
21. Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
concerning choice of major, occupation, or career. 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not asked for help 
22, On a five-point scale, ho~ would you rate your advisor's 
help concerning your occupational or vocational problems 
and decis:Lons? 
1) Poor 4) Good 
2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent 
3) Average 
23. nate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
24. 
concerning personal or social problems. 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not asked for help. 
On a 
help 
1) 
2) 
3) 
fi.ve-point 
concerning 
Poor 
scale, hmv Hould you rate your 
personal or social problems? 
Unsatisfactory 
Average 
4) Good 
5) Excellent 
advisor's 
25. Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor 
concerning academic or school--related problems. (Lmv 
grades, learning to study, problem with a teacher, staying 
in school, etc.) 
26. 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not asked for help 
On a 
help 
1) 
2) 
3) 
scale, how Hould you rate your advisor's 
academic or school-related problems? 
five-point 
conce:r:nine 
Poor 
Unsatisfactory 
Average 
4) Good 
5) Excellent 
E. THE COUNSELING CENTER 
27. Rate the help you have received at the Counseling Office in 
the Health Center. (If you have not gone to the Center for 
help, place an X in the blank.) 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
X) Haven't gone 
28. How would you rate the services of the Counseling Center 
from what you have heard about it from other students or 
faculty menbers? (If you have not heard it discussed, 
place an X in the blank.) 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
X) Haven't heard it discussed 
29. Hm.;r many times have you gone to the Counseling Center for 
help since coming to the University of the Pad.fic? 
1) None 2) 1 to 3 times . 3) 4 to 6 times 
/1) 7 to 9 times 5) 10 or more times 
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30. Accorclinp; to your underst:andinr,, the Counseling Center has 
been set up to help with what ldnds of students 1 problems? 
(You mny give more tltan one response to this question.) 
1) OccupaU.onal and vocational problems · 
2) Personal and social problems 
3) Academic problems 
l1) Emotional and mental problems 
5) I don't know 
31. If you have not gone to the counseling Center, why not? 
1) I didn't knmv about it, or didn't knoxv where it xvas. 
2) I found help from a. fellow student. 
3) I found help from my advisor or a faculty member. 
4) I have not felt the need for this kind of help. 
32. If the Counseling Center were advertised as being profes-
sionally prepared to handle a variety of student problems 
such as occupational-vocational, personal-social, or 
emotional-mental, would you have need of its services? 
33. 
1) Yes 2) No 3) I don't know 
Hould you be more likely to use the se.rvices of a 
Counseling Center located in the central campus than one 
located at the Health Center? 
1) Yes 2) No 3) I don't knmv 
F. THE PLACEMENT OFFICE 
34. Have you registered with the Placement Office for help in 
finding a job? 
1) Yes 2) No 
35. If you have registered v7ith the Placement Office, rate the 
services you have received. 
1) Helpful 2) Not helpful X) Haven't registered 
36. If you have not registered vlith the Placement Office, '"hich 
of the follmv:i.ng statements most accurately indicates vJhy 
not? 
1) I don't need this type of service as yet, but I plan 
to register in the future. 
2) I don't knmv about its services or ·where it is located. 
3) I plan to Hnd my oHn job. 
4) I already have made my post-college plans. 
G. FRESIIHAN ORIENTATION 
Instructions: If you did not attend Freshman Orientation at UOP, place 
an X in the blanks for questions 37-IJO. 
37. How Hould you rate the help you received during Freshman 
Orientation? 
1) Helpful 2) Not helpful 
38. Hhat '-1ould be your recomrnendati.on concerning Freshman 
Orientation for the future? 
1) No change 
2) Longer period of Service Orientation 
3) Shorter period of Service Orientation 
4) Meetings spread out during the first 4-6 weeks 
of school 
5) Regular group meetings tdth my advisor during the 
first semester 
6) Other 
39. Rate the help you received from your student counselor 
during Freshman Orientation. (If you did not have a 
student advisor Hhen you attended Freshman Orientation, 
proceed to Section II.) 
1) Helpful 2) Not helpful 
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l10. Ho>v much did the student counselor seem to knm..r about the 
University and its policies and procedures? 
1) Kno\vledgeable (kneH most of the ans~1ers or tried to 
get them) 
2) Not knm·Jleclgeable (had fe\v anst·Jers and did not try to 
get them) 
H. RESIDENT ASSISTANTS 
Instructions: Questions l1J. to 45 should be answ·ered only by students 
tvho live in a residence hall in lvhich there is a Resident Assistant (an 
upper classnan or graduate student hired to assist and counsel in the 
residence). If these questj.ons do not pertain to you, place an X in the 
blanks for questions 'l·l to lf5. 
1~1. Hhat kind of relationship does your Resident Assistant have 
'Iilith the students in your residence hall? 
1) Positive (friendly) 
2) Neutral 
3) Negative (not friendly) 
42. How much does your Resident Assistant seem to k.now about 
school policies and procedures? 
1) Knmvledgeable (has most of the ansHers or tvill try 
to get them) 
2) Not knov:ledgeable (seems to knmv little and makes 
litb.e effort to learn them) 
3) I have had no occasion to find out 
43. Rate the help gotten from your Resident Assistant 
concerning personal or social problems. 
l) Ilelpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not discussed them ~lith the Resident Assistant. 
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M•. Rate the help you have gotten from your Resident Asststant 
concerning aeademic or school-related problems. (Low 
grades, learninp; to study, problems \..r:lt:h a teacher, etc.) 
1) Helpful 
2) Not helpful 
3) I have not discussed them \oJith the Resldent Assistant. 
45. Rate the Resident Assistant's overall effectiveness as an 
administrative assistant and as a. student counselor in 
your residence hall. 
1) Poor 4) Good 
2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent 
3) Average 
I. PERSONS TO V.TflON YOU GO FOR HELP 
1+6. To which school-employed person Hould you most likely go 
for help, if you had an occupational or vocational problem 
which you could not handle? 
1) High school teacher, counselor, or administrator 
2) A university administrator 
3) Dean of Students, Dean of Hen or Homen, Dean of 
Student Life, Preceptor, or equivalent 
4) Head Resident (House "parent" or adult responsible for. 
t:he resi.dence) 
5) Res:i.dent Assistant (Upper classman or graduate hired 
to assist and counsel in the residence) 
6) Faculty advisor 
7) Counselor at the Counseling Office in the Health Center 
8) Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y staff member) 
9) College teacher. 
10) Other 
'•7. To which school-employed person would you most likely go 
for help, 1.£ you had a personal or social problem which you 
could not handle? (See #46 for possible answers.) 
48. To \vhich school-employed person -vmuld you most likely go 
for. help, if you had an academic problem which you could 
· not handle? (See fJ/~6 for possible answers.) 
1•9. Hhat person not enployed by a school has helped you most 
Hith your occupational, vocational, or career problems, 
plans, and decisions? 
1) Parent 
2) An adult relative 
3) Employer or employee in an occupation 
4) A fellow student 
5) Other 
50. Hhat person, not employed by a school, has helped you most 
with your personal or social problems, plans, and 
decisions? (See f/49 for possible ans-vmrs.) 
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51. Hhat person, not employed by a school, has helped you most 
tvith your academic. problems, plans, and decisions? (See 
049 for possible answers.) 
52. lioH often have you felt the need for counsel or advice~ or 
w"i.shed that you could get it, about any kind of problem 
Hhile you have been here at UOP? (This includes both the 
times vhen you have, and VJhen you have not, asked for 
counsel or advice.) 
1) Frequently (several times a Heek) 
2) Often (several times a month) 
3) Occasionally (6 to 10 times a year) 
4) Seldom (1 to 5 times a year) 
5) Not at all 
J. lJRITE-IN QUESTIONS 
53. Hhat have you liked best about the counseling and advising 
program here at UOP? 
(Place your ans~·Jer on the answer sheet.) 
54. Hm-1 can the counseling and advising program at UOP be 
j_mprovecl? 
(Place your ansHer on the anm-mr sheet.) 
APPENDIX C 
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A sample of tlH::~ response. card on ~..rhich each subj cc.t recorded his 
answers for the 1969 questionnaire. 
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(PLEASE DETACH) 
A STUDENT EVALUATION OF 
THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAH 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
Instructions: Please detach this anmver sheet, and when you have 
completed the questionnaire, return only th:i.s answer. 
sheet. 
Section A Section B 21. 32. l~2. 
-- ----
---~ 
1. 11. 22. 33. Lf3. 
---· 
2. 12. 23. Section F '•'•. 
-- --~-
3. 13. 24. 34. 45. 
---· 
'•. Section c 25. 35. Section I 
---- --- ----
5. 1·~. 26. 36. 46. 
------.. ~- ----· ---- ----
6. 15. Section E Section G 47. 
---... --. ... -
____ ,_ 
'1. 16. 27. 37. 4.8. 
·--.--.. --...... -----··-- ----- ---- --
"' o. 17. 28. 38. 49. 
--- ·---- ---- --- ---
9. Section D 29. 39. so. 
·--
10. 18. 30. 40. 51. 
--- ---
19. 31. Section H 52. 
---
20. 41. 
---
53. Hhat have you liked best about the counseling and advising 
program here at UOP? 
54. How can the counseling and advising program at UOP be improved? 
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APPENDIX D 
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Hay 19, 1.969 
TO: 
FROH: 
Head Residents, House Presidents, Resident Advisors, 
Assistants and Counselors 
Edvrard S. Betz, Dean of Students 
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Some time ago, the Dean's Council gave study to vmys and means 
of determining the effectiveness of the counseling and advising programs 
here on our campus. It \<7<18 finally agreed that one of the means should 
be a sampling of the student's reaction to these services. 
Hany hours have been spent in preparing a questionnaire and in 
seleeting a stratified random sample of students. It is hoped that the 
results w-ill be representative of those enrolled in the various colleges 
and programs of the University, and at the same time statistically valid. 
Your help is needed in this evaluation in the following Hays: 
Head Residents: 
a. Designate someone from your staff to pick up the name 
l:ls ts, questionnaires, and ansiiler cards from the 
Student Personnel Office sometime between 10 a.m. and 
3 p, m. on Hednesday, Hay 21. 
b. Assj_gn responsibility for the distribution and collection 
of materials. 
c. See that all materials (name lists, used and unused 
questionnaires and cards) are returned to the Student 
Personnel Office as soon as possible, but not later 
than 1: 30 p. rn. , Honday, Hay 26. 
Your part will be the most crucial and difficult. 
a. You \•Jill probably be asked by your Head Resident to 
distribute the questionnaires and answer canls to 
specific students in your residence--,vhich shoulcln 1 t 
be too hard. 
b. Then, by means of tact, charisma, or karate, get 
responses back from all of those on your list! He 
are aimin~ for 100 percent returns!! 
Nan.y thanks for your help in this project! 
OfAN Ot ~I liD! rJTS 
May 22, 1969 
Dear Student, 
The Student Personnel offices of the University are 
seeking information from students that will help evaluate and 
improve the advising and counselling program on campus. 
About fifty hours have been spent setting up a random sample 
that will represent the rnany types of students in our various 
schools and programs. You l1av,e been selected as one of those 
in this sample. 
Won't you please do 1ne a personal favor and indicate 
your honest reaction to tl1e questions on the evaluation form? 
It should only take about 20 to 30 minutes. 
Help us make our sample complete and the information 
valuable. Turn in your evaluation to your Resident Assistant, 
House President, or to my office as soon as possible, but no 
later than 9:00 a.m., Monday, May 26th. Thank you. 
ESB:ph 
Sincerely, 
~;:;A D--z::~( 4~d_6 -
Edward S. , Betz 7 
Dean of Students 
g•,'·l 
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Apr:l.l 27, 1972 
TO: 
FROM: 
Head Residents, House Presidents, President Advisors, Assistants 
and Counselors 
Edward S, Betz, Dean of Students 
Two years ago, the Dean's Council gave study to ways and means 
of determining the effecti.veness of the counseling and advising program 
here on our campus. It was finally agreed that one of the means should 
be a sampling of the student's reaction to these services. The study 
\-las made and the results have been helpful; however, a number of changes 
have taken place since that time, and '"e feel that: a follow-up study is 
needed to see whether student needs and perceptions have changed during 
the t\vO years, A random sample of current students from the various 
colleges has been selected; the questionnaire has been both revised and 
expanded and is nmv ready for distribut:i.on. Your help is needed in the 
follmv:l.ng \vays: 
Head Residents: 
------·-
1. Designate someone from your staff to pick up the question-
naires from your office and take the responsibility for 
distribution and collection of materials. 
2. See that all materials (name lists, answer sheets and 
undelivered questionnaires) are enclosed in the accornpa-
ny:!.ng manila folder, addressed and returned to the Dean 
of Students' Office as soon as possible, but not later 
than Friday, May 7. 
3. Do not discard any undeliverable questionnaires. Supply a 
fonvarding address if you have one. 
[.louse Presidents 2 Resident .Advisors, Ass_:i..stan~s and C~.§-~lors: 
1. You will probably be asked by your Head Resident to 
distribute the questionnaires to specific students in 
your residence. 
2. Then, by means of tact, charisma, or karate, get responses 
back from all of those on your list. We are aiming for 
100 percen:: returns. 
3. Do not be concerned that one of the persons in the 
counseling program which the students are being asked 
to rate is the resident assistant. No one will ever know 
v1ho the students are rating. He are hoping the information 
received will help us know where:tn ,.,e may improve services, 
Hany thanks for your help :tn this project! 
DEAN OF STUOlNTS 
April 30, 1971 
Dear Student: 
As the University grows we have an increasing need to know· how 
our students feel about various programs on the campus. For that reason 
the Student Personnel Offices of the University are seeking information 
that may be used to evaluate and improve the advising and counseling 
program. Several hours have been spent setting up a random sample that 
~vill represent the many types of students in our various schools and 
programs. You have been selected as one of those in this sample. 
\von' t you ple:::n.se do me a pe1:sonal favor and indicate your 
honc--:r::t reaction to the questions on the .?.tttached evaluation form'! It 
shouldn 1 t take very much of your time, but v1hat you tell us will be 
tremendously beneficial ·to the Un:i.versi ty. 
Please help us make our sample complete and the infonnation 
valuable.. Return your evaluation to yom::· Resident Assistant or to 
my office as soon as possible, but no later than Friday, May 7. Thank 
you. 
ESB:d£ 
Sincerely, 
f~cv>) _/. ~1;~---
Erhmrd S. Bet:::: ;1 
Dean of Students 
Hay llt, 1971 
TO: StudC:~nts Hho have not: yet completed the Evaluation of the 
Counseling and Advising Program 
FROH: The Office of the Dean of Students 
URGENT!! I! 
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In order for· our conclusions to be valid, ~vc must have a good response 
from the student group selected for this study. If you have not already 
done so~ won't you PLEASE complete the questionnaire TODAY and send it 
hack. It is very important that He know how YOU feel about our program. 
THANK YOU 
If you have misplaced your questionnaire, another one is available in 
the Student Personnel Office, 
APPENDIX E 
(A Question-by-Question. Analysis of the 1971 Questionnaire, 
Cateeorized According to the Several Schools 
with:tn the Universi.ty of the Pacific) 
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Table "15 
Number and Percentage of On-Campus and Off-Campus Students Who Responded 
to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Within the Universitya 
-
_ ..... ,. ___________ , ... 
--.-..---·----··--
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
----·- --w--------• 
Total University 66% 34% 586 
College of the Pacific 71 29 259 
Raymond College 81 19 52 
Covell College 92 8 64 
Callison College 74 27 44 
Conservatory of Husic '71 29 21 
School of Education 29 71 34 
School of Pharmacy 35 65 88 
S cho_!)J:~~._E:.E.BiEE!:f.i 1:g_ 59 41 17 
aData compiled from Item 1 of the 1971. questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) On-Campus, (2) Off--Campus. 
I'<Chi Square P<.OS. 
Table 76 
87.36* 
---
Number and Percentage of Male and Female Students Hho H.esponded 
to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
Schools lb 2 3 Chi Square 
·--------·---·-·----
Total University 55% 45% 586 
College of the Pacific 50 50 259 
Raymond College 65 35 52 
Covell College 52 48 64 
Callison College 51 49 '•3 
Conservatory of: Nusic 38 62 21 
School of Education 21 79 34 
School of Pharmacy 80 20 88 
Scho~?_:l.:_of ~~ering 100 0 17 
aData compiled from Item 2 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Male, (2) Female 
*Chi Square P <. 05. 
59.33~'( 
Table 77 
Number and Percentage of Upper G. P .A. and Lmver G. P .A. Students 
Who Responded to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According 
to the Several School \\Tithin the Universitya 
·---.-....-· .. ----- ·--·----·--
---·· 
.. 
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Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
----~---------------- ---
Total University 76% 24% 453 
College of the Pacific 76 24 219 
Raymond College 100 0 3 
Covell College 82 18 61 
Call:tson College 86 1/t 7 
Conservatory of Music 81 19 21 
School of Education 91 9 32 
School of Phclrmacy 68 32 88 
Scl~l of El:!.BJ.ne~rin_g__ '•1 59 17 20.57* 
---
aData compiled from Item 3 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Upper G.P .A. (2 .6 or above), (2) Lower G.P .A. 
(below 2. 6) • 
~I:Chi Squa.re P <. 05. 
Table 78 
Number and Percentage of Upper Classmen, Lower Classmen, and 
Unclass:i.fied Students Hho Responded to the 1971 
Questionnaire, Analyzed According to Several 
Schools \V:I.thin the University8 
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
Total University 47% 46% 7% 584 
College of the Pacific 56 43 1 259 
Raymond Colle.ge 62 37 2 52 
Covel1 College '•8 50 2 64 
Callison College 58 '•2 0 /+3 
Conservatory of Music 67 29 5 21 
School of Education 21 36 42 33 
School of Pharmacy 10 67 23 88 
School of E117~erinfL 47 0 53 17 ----~.~-------------~~----- 170 .13* 
a Data compiled from'Item '• of the 1971 questionnaire • 
. bcolumns: (1) Upper classmen, (2) Lower classmcn, 
(3) Unclassified. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
Table 79 
Number and Percentage of Students from the Various University of 
the Pacific Schools and Colleges Hho Responded to the 1971 
Questionnaire, Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the Universitya 
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--------=------·-----.--~-··---=========== ==== 
Schools 3 4 5 6 7 8 N Chi Square 
-···------~------
Total University 47% 9% 11% 7% 6% 6% 15% 3% 578 
College of the Pacific 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 259 
Raymond College 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 
Covell College 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 65 
Callison College 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 41~ 
Conservatory of Nusic 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 21 
School of Education 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 34 
School of Pharmacy 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 88 
Sd1o<?l of_ .~Jl~~eering_~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 17 '1:*~~ 
anata compiled from Item 5 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) College of the Pacific~ (2.) Raymond College, (3) 
Covell College, (4) Callison College, (5) Conservatory of ~lsic, (6) 
School of Education~ ("I) School of Pharmacy, (8) School of Engineering. 
***Chi Square not applicable for this item. 
Table 80 
The Hajor Types of Employment in Hhich the Fathers of the Students 
Were Engaged, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools Within the University8 
-----------
-- ·-------
Schools lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 N Chi Square 
---
Total Universi.ty 53% 15% 7% 7% 3% 4% 0% 3% 7% 550 
College of the Pad.f:l.c 55 16 6 7 1 5 0 4 7 21-t3 
Raymond Collef~€~ 68 12 8 2. 'l 2 0 2 2 50 Covell College 55 15 6 6 3 5 3 3 3 62 
Callison College 68 10 5 0 3 3 0 3 10 40 
Conservatory of Husic 53 11 0 21 5 0 5 0 5 19 
School of Education 50 16 6 16 6 3 0 0 3 32 
School of Pharmacy 35 17 16 9 6 0 2 3 10 86 
Sehool of _Eng_~::_~~~rity>2 __ ~.}-•. 21 0 7 0 7 0 11+ 7 14 76.91,'( 
8 Data compiled from Item 6 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumnG: (1) Profcsrsional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical, 
sales~ (3) Services, (4) Farming, etc., (5) Processing, (6) Machine 
trades, (7) Bench ~mrk, (8) Structural, (9) Hiscella.neous. 
*Chi Square P < . 05. 
'fable 81 
'fhe Major Types of Employment in Hhich the Mothers of the Students 
\.Jere Engaged, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools W:lthin the Un:lversity8 
182 
• -.-..-:----==---.:--=--=----:-a~----=~== 
Schools 2 3 5 6 7 N Chi Square 
. ··--- ·----
Total UnJ.versity 19% 12% 2% 2% 0% 60% 4% 569 
College of the Pacific 16 11 
Raymond College 25 12 
Covell College 23 10 
Callison College 30 13 
Conservatory of Music 35 5 
School of Education 15 12 
Sc.hool of Pharmacy 16 20 
§..~hoo!_2..L_En_g_tnee r~ __ p 18 
2 
2 
0 
3 
0 
3 
5 
0 
2 0 65 4 253 
0 0 53 8 51 
0 0 66 2 61 
0 0 53 3 40 
0 5 45 10 20 
0 0 64 6 33 
3 2 49 5 86 
6 0 59 6 17 51.78* 
·---''---·---------·-..;;..:.;;..:..;....;;..__ 
8 Dat:a compiled from Item 7 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Professional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical, 
sales, (3) Services, (4) ProcE~ssing, (5) Bench work, (6) House\vife? 
(7) Hiscellaneous. 
*Chi Squnre P < .05. 
Table 82 
Est:lmated Yearly Income of the Families From Which the Students 
Crune, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed Accordfng to the 
Several Schools H'ithin the Universitya 
--
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square __ ._ ____________________ ___ 
Total University 24% 76% 561 .. 
College of the Pacific 17 83 251 
Raymond College 21 79 52 
Covell College 38 62 60 
Callison College 23 78 40 
Conservatory of Music 32 68 19 
School of Education 24 76 33 
School of Pharmacy 36 611 86 
School of .~}'lg.i~ri~ 41 59 17 
aData compi.led from Item 8 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Less than $10 ,000 ~ (2) $10 ,000 or more. 
*Chi Square P < .05. 
24.02* 
Table 83 
'£he IUghest Level of Education of the Students 1 ·Fathers, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schoola Within the Universitya 
...... _ .. ____________ 
.. -- -----------·-
. 
---
183 
Schools lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square 
--------·--
Total University 6% 25% 17% 28% 24% 573 
College of the Pacific 5 23 15 31 27 25!+ 
Raymond College 2 19 8 35 37 52 
Covell College 5 25 28 22 20 64 
Callison College 10 12 14 38 26 lJ2 
Conservatory of Husic 10 20 10 25 35 20 
School of Educ.ation 17 17 17 27 23 30 
School of Pharmacy 7 45 20 20 7 88 
~Scl'!E_~~ng~~!.,~g __ j _ ___!:_4 __ . 35 _____ }~- 12 17 65.51* 
anata compiled from Item 9 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) Elementary school, (2) High school, (3) Junior 
coll£~ge ~ technical or trade, (~<) Graduated from college, (5) Earned a 
graduate degree. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
Table 8!~ 
The Highest: Level of Education of the Students' Nothers, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the Universi.tya 
--
Schools 2 3 4 
Total University 6% 33% 24% 29% 
College of the Pacific 3 29 26 30 
Raymond College 4 16 20 49 
Covell College 5 44 26 21 
Callison College 5 20 23 40 
Conservatory of Husic 5 24 29 38 
School of Education 4 32 32 25 
School of Pharmacy 11 54 17 ll• 
25 25 31 §s!h,ool _o_f __ En.gi!2:~~-ri!!&_. ___ 6~-~--.;.;;.:;,.---..:; 
5 
9% 
11 
12 
5 
13 
5 
7 
3 
13 
N 
559 
248 
51 
62 
l10 
21 
28 
87 
16 
Chi Square 
59.92:/( 
anata compiled from Item 10 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Elementary school, (2) High school~ (3) Junior 
college, technical, or trade, (4) Graduated from. college, (5) Earned 
a graduate degree. 
·J'Chi Square P< .05. 
'l'able 85 
How the Students Rated Counseling They Had Received in High School 
Concerning College Plans 7 Numbers and Percentages Analyzed 
According to the Sever3l Schools Hithin the Universitya 
··~--------·---=-~·-·-==::.::::=::====== 
Schools lb 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
Total UniversHy 51% 34% 6% 9% 586 
College of the Pacific 56 32 4 8 259 
Raymond College 42 38 0 19 52 
Covell College l•2 28 22 9 65 
Callison College l~3 48 0 9 /f4 
Conservatory of Music 67 29 0 5 21 
School of Education 36 39 15 9 33 
School of Pharmacy 54 35 2 9 89 
School of ~!!f4!~:£!.!!.YL 56 25 13 6 16 
----
8 Data compfled from Item 11 of the 1971 questionna:lre. 
bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not 
available, ( 4) Didn't seek eounsel:Lng. 
*Chi Square. P< .05. 
Table 86 
Ho~v the Studemts Rated Counseling They Had Recelved in High 
School Concerning Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the University8 
---·---
Schools lb 2 3 
'• N Chi Square 
----
Total University 17% 17;~ 5% 53% 578 
College of the PacHic 19 16 12 53 25!• 
Raymond College 16 14 10 61 51 
Covell College 29 14 1/~ 43 63 
Callison College 16 16 2 66 44 
Conservatory of Husic 10 24 5 62 21 
School of Education 6 21 24 48 33. 
School of Phanuacy 11 28 18 42 88 
School of Enginc~eri2!1L,_ ___ 6 ___ __l2_ _ _l§_ 65 17 37.17* 
-----
8 Data compiled from Item 12 of the 1971 questionnaire.. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not 
available, (1+) Di.dn~t seek counseling. 
i>Chi Square P <. 05. 
Table 87 
How the Students Rated the Counseling Recei.ved in High School 
Concerning Occupati.onal-Vocational Plans, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the University8 
185 
-------
H•_ .. ____________ 
------·-----· ----
Schools lb 2 3 lf N Chi Square 
---·· ------------
Total Un:l.vers:i.ty 30% 33% 8% 29% 582 
College of the Pacific 32 35 7 27 257 
Raymond College 13 31 10 46 52 
Covell College 32 32 16 21 63 
Callison College 1.4 36 2 lf8 44 
Conservatory of Music 29 1.9 5 lf8 21 
School of Education 28 u 16 16 32 
Sc.hool of Pharmacy 40 36 ~~ 19 89 
§chool of J:ngiJleering 29 18 18 35 17 49, 89~C 
·------··· 
.... _.. ____ 
8 Data compiled from Item 13 of the 19"71 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not 
available, (Lf) Di.dn' t seek counseling. 
1cChi Square P<.05. 
Table 88 
Ho~·l the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received 
at University of the Pacific Concerning Occupat:i.onal-Vocational 
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Within the Universitya 
:=..;...;;..;-=::::---·---~----·--
Schools lb 2 3 N Ch:I. Square 
·------
Total University 36% 26% 38% 583 
College of the Pacific 40 33 27 258 
Raymond College 16 8 16 51 
Covell College '•8 31 20 64 
Callison College 20 20 60 '•5 
Conservatory of Music 41 27 32 22 
School of Educat:ton 53 15 32 34 
School of llharmacy 29 15 55 85 
School of _J:~~g_in~e dl!JL_ 53 18 29 17 
aData compiled from Item 14 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcoJ.umns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) This kind of 
counseli.ng or advising not sought, 
*Chi. Square P < .05. 
83.32* 
186 
Table 89 
How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received 
at University of the Padfic Conccrni.ng Occupational-Vocational 
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyze.d According to the 
Sev<.~ral Schools Hithin the Universitya 
-·------·-----... ·-----------·---·~ -- -- --- -~ --
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
·-------~-------
Total Universi.ty 57% ll3% 351. 
College of the Pacific 54 46 188 
Raymond College 67 33 12 
Covell College 61 39 51 
Call:Lson College 50 50 18 
·conservatory of Music 60 40 15 
School of Education 78 22 23 
School of Pharmacy 66 34 38 
§_c?_oo;L _ of_~~:inr 53 1+7 17 
-----
7.11 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but ~vith Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 90 
Number and Perc.entage of Students Hho Said They Desired or Did Not 
Desire More Help 'vith Occupational--Vocational Plann:lng Than 
They Had lleen Able to Get, Analy;;;ed According to the 
Several Schools Within the Universitya 
·----===· ------·---------.--
Schools 
Total University 52% 
College of the Pacific 65 
Raymond College 35 
Covell College 69 
Callison College 31 
Conservatory of Jliusic 43 
School of Education 38 
School of Pharmacy 32 
§_cho~--~ En_g].ne~!i~ ____ _£__ 
2 
35 
65 
31 
69 
57 
62 
68 
53 
N Chi Square 
----------------
574 
253 
52 
62 
42 
21 
34 
87 
17 56.08* 
8 Data compiled from Item 15 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) Have desired more help, (2) Have not desired more 
help. 
*Chi Square. P< .05. 
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Table 91 
How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received 
at the University of the Pacific Concerning Personal-Social 
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Hithin the Un:lversitya 
------------------------------------
- -- -· ... ~-- - -· ·
Schools lb 2 3 N Ch:f. 
------- -------------
Total University 15% 10% 74% 582 
College of the Pacific 16 11 73 259 
Raymond College 14 lit 73 51 
Covell College 16 17 67 64 
Callison College 17 5 79 42 
Conservatory of Husic 19 0 81 21 
School of Education 12 9 79 33 
School of Pharmacy 13 8 80 88 
School of _Engine.e r1.ng 18 12 71 17 
----- ---·-
8 Data compiled from Item 16 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcoJ.umns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) This kind of 
counseling or advising not Bought, 
Table 92 
Square 
9.84 
How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received 
at the University of the Pacific Concerning Personal-Social 
Problems~ Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
--- -·-
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
Total University 59% 41% 150 
College of the Pacific 60 40 70 
Raymond College 50 50 14 
Covell College 48 52 21 
Callison College 78 22 9 
Conservatory of Husic 100 0 4 
School of Education 57 43 7 
School of Phar.macy 61 39 18 
School of E~~I:.H~E~ ri.Ef~ 60 l~O .5 ---------------5~.7? ___ 
a'fhis table i.s the same as the previous table but with Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 93 
Number and P('!rcentage of Students Hho Said They Desired or Did Not 
Des:i.rc~ Nore Help with Social--Personal Problems TI1an They 
Ilad lleen Able to Get, Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
----------·-·-----·4 .. 
-·------.. -· 
188 
Schools 2 N Chi Square 
-- ·-·---·-·~-----------------
23% 77% Total University 556 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conser.vatory of Husic 
School of Education 
School of Pharmacy 
23 
26 
38 
13 
6 
12 
25 
12 School of En_gi_~~er=i1'ill~---~~---
77 
74 
62 
88 
94 
88 
75 
88 
247 
50 
58 
40 
18 
33 
87 
17 
a bData compiled from Item 17 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
Columns: (1) Yes, (2) No. 
*Chi Square P < . 05. 
Table 94 
The Ease Hith Hldch Students Said They Had Obtained Appointments 
with Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed 
According to the Several Schools 
Hithin the Universitya 
-- ·--------~------
- --
Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square 
Total University 64% 20% 16% 580 
College of the Pacific 61 24 15 257 
Raymond College 77 0 23 48 
Covell CoUege 63 25 13 64 
Callison College 70 9 20 l•4 
Conservatory of Music 52 29 19 21 
School of Education 48 39 12 33 
School of Pharmacy 66 17 17 89 
§.EE_~ol '=?~ineedng ____ ;._l~--- 0 0 17 38.76* 
anata compiled from Item 18 of the 1971 quest:l.onnaire. 
hcolunms: (1) Easy, (2) Not easy, (3) Have sought advice only at 
registration time. 
*Chi Square P < . 05. 
189 
'fable 95 
Ho\>1 Students hlho Had Sought Advice at T:f.mes Other Than at Registration 
Rated the Ease w:J.th Hhich They were Able to Obta:f.n Appointments ~vith 
Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
-----...... - ..... --......... -----·---- _ ... --
·- . -----------
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
------- ---------
Total University 76% 21 .. % 488 
College of th~~ Pacific 72 28 218 
Raymond College 100 0 37 
Covell College 71 29 56 
Callison College 89 11 35 
Conservatory of Music 65 35 17 
School of Edueation 55 '•5 29 
School of Pharmacy 80 20 74 
School of Engin~~--_lQ_Q_ ____ 0 17 31.71* 
----
aThis tabh~ is the same as the previous table but wHh Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Easy, (2) Not easy. 
*Chi Square P < .05. 
Table 96 
The Kind of Relationship the Students Had \vith Their Advisors, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Within the Universitya 
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
____ , _____ _ 
Total University 75% 11% J.ll% 575 
College of the Pacific 69 15 16 255 
Raymond College 78 4 17 lf6 
Covell College 84 6 9 64 
Callison College 78 7 16 lr5 
Conservatory of Music 90 5 5 21 
School of Education 82 12 6 33 
School of Pharmacy 74 9 17 87 
School -~L~.E..g_!nee r:f..:...~g__ 100 0 0 17 
----
23.50 , ___ ....; 
aData compiled from Item 19 of the 1971 questionna:i.re. 
bcolmnns: (1) Friendly, (2) Not fr:tendly, (3) No occasion to see 
advisor except at registration. 
Table 97 
'l'ht:~ Kind of Relationship That Students Hho Had Sought Advice at 
Tlmes Other Than at Registration Had with Their Advisors, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools t.Jithin the Un:i.versitya 
190 
------------ ·----
-
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
... -------· -----------
Total University 87% 13% 495 
College of the Pacific 82 18 215 
Raymond College 95 5 38 
Covell College 93 7 58 
Callison College 92. 8 38 
Conservatory of Music 95 5 20 
School of Education 87 13 31 
School of Pharmat!Y 89 11 72 
Sch9ol q'2L_~np-,_!~~.!:i·~- 100 0 17 13.68 
a.This table is the same as the previous table but vlith Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
hcolunms: (1) Friendly, (2) Not friendly. 
Table 98 
Students 1 Per.c.eptions of the Advisor.s Knmvledgeabi.lity About 
College Academic Policies and Procedures, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the Universitya 
--·· .. 
Schools lb 2 3 .N Chi Square 
---
Total University 71% 19% 10% 576 
College of the Pacific 68 20 11 256 
Raymond College 80 0 20 '•6 
Covell College 70 28 2 64 
Callison College 77 1A 9 43 
Conservatory of Music 81 1A 5 21 
School of Education 74 24 3 34 
School of Pharmacy 70 20 9' 88 
.Scho<?._l o~_En_gj-_!"!_eer:i_~g 94 0 6 17 
~Data compiled from Item 20 of tlH~ 19 71 questionnaire. 
Columns: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knm-1ledgeable, (3) No 
occasion to find out. 
*Chi Square P < .05. 
191 
Table 99 
Ho~v Students h'ho Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors w·ith Respect 
to Knovdedge About Coller;e Academic Policies and Procedures, 
Numbers and Percentagc~s Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools HHhin the Universitya 
- - -·-
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
---·------
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
____ , 
79% 
77 
100 
71 
85 
85 
76 
78 
100 
----------
21% 520 
23 227 
0 37 
29 63 
15 39 
15 20 
2/f 33 
23 80 
0 16 18.54* 
Callison College 
Conservatory of Hus:Lc · 
School of Educa.tj.on 
School of Pharmacy 
§cl~9l of_ Et?£.¥t~it~JL 
-------~-----
a'fhis table is the same as the previous table but ~~ith Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
hcoJ.umns: (1) Knov1ledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable. 
*Chi Square P < . 05. 
Table 100 
The Stud(·mts 1 Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concerning 
Choice of Najor, Occupation, or Career, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed Accord:f.ng to the Several 
Schools HHhin the University8 
-----~~---
·-- -----
Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square 
1'otal University 41% 21% 38% 579 
College of the Pacific '•1 29 30 258 
Raymond College 21 2 77 1+8 
Covell College 41 33 27 64 
Callison College 41 2 57 4l~ 
Conservatory of Music . 41 27 32 22 
School of Education 58 15 27 33 
School of Pharmacy 41 12. 48 86 
6 24 17 79. 2lf'l~ 
-·------
School of. Er~i.J.!~IlJ?i 71 
8 Data con~iled from Item 21 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for 
this kind of help. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
Table 101 
How Students Hho Had Sought Help Rated The:f.r Advisors ~vith Respect 
to Helpfulness Concerning Choice of Major, Occupatl.on, or 
Cm:eer, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools \Vithin the University8 
192 
. --·---===========-------~----·-==~ 
Schools 2 N Chi Square 
----·--~-----------·----- ------------
Total Un:l.verBity 66% 
College of the Pacific 59 
Raymond College 91 
Covell College 55 
Callison College 95 
Conservatory of Husj_c 60 
School of Education 79 
School of Pharmacy 78 
S cho_£~~t_!:;~g_:L1_1eerin.Q.g ___ . ___ 9_2 __ _ 
/~1 
9 
45 
5 
4-0 
21 
22 
8 
359 
181 
11 
47 
19 
15 
24 
45 
13 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but w·ith Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Squa.re P < . 05. 
Table 102 
Hm..r Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning 
'I'heir Help with Occupational-Vocational Problems and Dec:f.sions, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the 
____ .. 
-----
Schools 
Several Schools Within the University8 
2 3 4 5 N Average Chi Square 
----~-----------------·--- ·------·---·-·--
Total University 7% 15% 35% 29% 15% 498 3.30 
College of the Pacific 11 18 34 25 13 232 3.11 
Raymond College 5 5 ltl 32 18 22 3. 55 
Covell College 3 16 38 33 10 61 2.30 
Callison College 9 6 22 38 25 32 3.63 
Conservatory of Music 6 17 28 33 17 18 3.39 
School of Education 0 15 35 29 21 34 5.56 
School of Pharmacy 3 13 40 26 19 78 3.08 
Sch_'25.?l of ~~l:.,~c~rit~;,Qg.___Q ___ o_1l..__~6.;:.3 __ 6 __ .1:;;:_6 _ ___.:3:;...;.. 7'-'5;__._"""3
8
8_._0 !~--
8 Data compi.led from Item 22 of the 19'11 questionnaire. 
bcolunms: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatfsfactory, (3) Average, (l•) Good, 
(5) Excellent. 
Table 103 
Hov.r Students Rated Their: Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning 
Their Hc~lp \vith Personal or Social Problems, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools tHthin the Universltya 
-_-_--_ . .:::.,-::-_=== 
193 
Schools 2 3 4 5 N Average Chi Square 
-·-----·---------------------------
Total ·univers:i.ty 11% 13% 43% 22% 11% 283 3.08 
College of the Pacific 15 12 41 21 11 121 3.00 
Raymond College 6 6 33 50 6 18 3~44 
Covell College 10 20 46 1.5 10 41 2.95 
Callison College 11 26 21 21 21 19 3.16 
Conservatory of Mus:f.c 8 15 31 31 15 13 3.31 
School of EclucaUon 1.7 8 33 33 8 1.2 3.08 
School of: Pharmacy 
'• 6 63 18 8 49 3.20 
.§E.h5?2LC?.f __ ~!.~31~e rir!.S __ l_'.t, ___ l'+.... _ _2_L_J.:L~-_Q ____ ?_.].:J.L_)2 • 9 4 
aData comp:l.led from It.em 24 of the 1971 qu.1'='Stionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, 
· (5) Excellent. 
Table. 104 
The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concern.:!.ng Academic 
or School-·Related Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed 
According to the Several Schools IVithin the Universitya 
---------
·~ ... _..._., 
_____ ... 
-
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square ________ .... _ ... ____ 
---
Total University 35% 13% 52% 575 
College of the Pacific 30 16 54 256 
Raymond College. 48 
'• 48 48 Covell Colleg~~ 46 16 38 63 
Callison College 45 2 52 44 
Conservatory of Music 24 J.O 67 21 
School of Education 13 9 78 32 
School of Pharmacy 39 1.6 45 88 
Scho £:1._9_ f .. E.ng-J. n. e e !:J:Eit 50 13 38 16 32.69* I..,._..,, __ 
-----
aData compiled from Item 25 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolunms: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for 
this kind of help. 
j~Chi Square~ P < .05. 
191~ 
Table 105 
The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concerning Personal·-
Social Problema, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Within the Universitya 
- - . .. 
-
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
-
Total University 10% 6% 84% 572 
College of the Pac:f.fic 9 6 86 251 
Ra.ymond College 15 4 81 48 
Covell College 13 13 75 64 
Callison Coll~C:r,e 11. 5 81 4.3 
Conservatory of Music J.O 5 86 21 
School of Educat:l.on 6 0 94 33 
School of Pharmacy 9 5 86 88 
.~c~l_?-~}. o~_y~:t ~-~r:i.na_ __ 12 6 82 17 11.95 
------
anata compiled from Item 23 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for 
th:I.s kind of help. 
Table 106 
Ho~v- the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors w·ith 
Respect to Helpfulness Concerning Personal-Social Problems, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools 'vithin the Universitya 
-~..::::..--------....::.-:::.-:.::.-.:::.-::...-_•-._-_ __________ --------·-----::.·-----
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
---- ----· ----------
?.'otal University 63% 37% 91 
Collf~gf~ of the Pacifi'c 61 39 36 
Raymond Colle.ge 78 22 9 
Covell College 50 50 16 
Callison College 75 25 8 
Conservatory of: Music 67 33 3 
School of E.ducatJon 100 0 2 
School of Pharmacy 67 33 12 
Sc_h_9_ol of __ E;_~ineeri_!!};L _____ ?._? _____ 33 3 3.83 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but lvith Response 3 
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful~ (:?.) Not helpful. 
Table 107 
How the Students Hho Had Sought Help Rated The:l.r Advisors l'lith 
Respect to Helpfulness Concern:l.ng Academic or School-Related 
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
_____ , .-_;;_;;;.;;;;;.·~==--·=---··---=-------.---------
195 
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
--------------------------
-~-----------------
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conserv-atory of Music 
Sc.hool of Education 
School of Phat:mncy 
73% 
66 
92 
71• 
95 
71 
57 
71 
80 
27% 
3l• 
8 
26 
5 
29 
43 
29 
20 
.Sc:!!p ol . of. yng,i n ~5:}'J_:.n"""'a..__. 
-------··--·---
277 
118 
25 
39 
21 
7 
7 
'•8 
10 14.02 
aThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 
el:tminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 108 
How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning 
Their Help with Academic or School~Related Problems, Numbe'rs 
and Percentages Analyzed A<:cording to the Several 
Schools l\fithin the UniversHya 
---· -~-"":.------.:.=--==== 
Schools J.b 2 3 ,., 5 N Average Chi Square 
---------
Total Univers:tty 9% 12% 27% 32% 19%. 423 3.36 
College of the Pacific 13 13 31 26 1.7 182 2.93 
Raymond College 3 3 3 47 44 32 ~~. 25 
Covell College 4 11 3'• 40 11 53 3.43 
Callison College 7 7 23 37 27 30 3.70 
Conservatory of Husic 15 8 23 38 15 13 3.31 
School of Educatlon 10 14 33 29 14 21 3. 2lf 
School of Pharmacy 8 16 28 32 16 75 3.32 
School of E~!ifi.n~r~--~- 8 15 st., 15 13 3.62 /+2.31,., 
:Data compiled from Item 26 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
Columns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, 
(5) ExeelJ.ent. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
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Table 109 
How the Students Who Had Gone to the Counseling Center Rated the Service 
They Received~ Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools Within the University8 
----~--·---------- -
_____ ,.._.._ .. _______ 
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
---------
Total University 61~% 36% 85 
College of the Pacific 68 32 38 
Raymond College 38 62 13 
Covell College 62 38 13 
Callison College 60 40 5 
Conservatory of Nusi.c 50 50 2 
School of Education 100 0 1 
School of Pharmacy 80 20 10 
Sc]:10ol -~f_E..E.BJ!leeri~L._. ___ S_i) 50 2 5.99 
aData compj.led from Item 27 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 110 
How the Students Rated the Counselin8 Center From What They Had 
Heard Others Say, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According 
to the Several Schools Within the University8 
-
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
-·-· 
Total University 55% 45% 177 
College of the Pacific 53 47 74 
Raymond College 45 55 29 
Covell College 60 l~O 20 
Callison College 56 41• 18 
Conservatory of Husic 57 43 7 
School of Education 60 40 5 
School of Pharmacy 72 28 18 
School of EEJ.;i.n~~in_g__ __ _2.2 50 4 3.83 
------
8 Data compiled from Item 28 of the 1971 questionnaire, 
bcolumns: (J.) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table. 111 
Number arid Percentage of Times the Students Had Gone to the 
Counseling Center, Analyzed Accordi.ng to the Several 
Schools Within the University8 
--
-- --- - - - -
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-
Schools lb 2 3 I~ 5 N Chi Square 
-..... ---·------.. -- ----· 
Total University 86% 8% 3% 1% 2% 546 
College of the Pacific 86 7 4 1 2 24/t 
Raymond College 72 18 6 0 2 49 
Covell College 77 16 4 2 2 56 
Callison Colleg1::! 93 5 0 0 2 1~2 
Conservatory of Music 86 0 ,. ;) 5 5 21 
School of Edueation 97 3 0 0 0 31 
School of Phm:·ma.cy 89 8 1 0 1 83 
School of 0 7 0 0 14 31.33 E]1[:~~~eeri~?3 , ____ 
9 
aData compiled from Item 29 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) None, (2) 1 to 3 times, (3) 4 to 6 times, (4) 
times, (5) 10 or more times. 
'fable 112 
The Reasons Students Gave for Not Using the Counseling Center, 
Numbers and Percentages AnalyzE;d According to the 
Several Schools Hithin the Un:i.versitya 
-------------· -------~----
------------ . -
7 to 
Schools lb 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
--· 
Total Univers:i.ty 30% 12% 9% lt9% 550 
College of the Pacific 32 12 6 50 248 
Raymond College 19 19 8 53 36 
Covell College 25 19 7 /f9 59 
Callison College 14 18 20 '•7 49 
Conservatory of Music 19 10 2'• 48 21 
School of Education 27 6 9 58 33 
School of Pharmacy 1+5 6 8 40 8l,. 
.§.~hoo !_ ~_l:_t]-gi.,Eee ri_!_:g 38 0 25 38 16 
anata compiled from Item 31 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Did not know about the center, (2) Found help from 
a fellow student, (3) Found help from advisor or. faculty member, 
(4) Horked out own problem or have not felt the need. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
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Table 113 
The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or Would Not Have Need 
of the Services of the Counseling Center if It Here Advertised as 
Being Professionally Prepared to Help with a Variety of Student 
Problems Such as Occupational-Vocational, Personal-Social, 
or Emotional-Hental~ Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools \-lithin the Universitya 
--·---~ ..... ---------------------·------
----- ----·--------
Schools. lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
---~·----·----· 
Total University 33% 25% '•2% 572 
College of the Pacific /~1 20 t.o 255 
Raymond College 37 20 43 '•9 
Covell College 36 28 36 61 
Callison College 19 33 '•9 '•3 
Conservatory of Nusic 25 35 40 20 
School of Education 21 27 52 33 
School of Pharmacy 21 33 46 87 
School ~ E1~ineering 35 24 /fl 17 23. 76~\ 
aData compiled from Item 32 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns :. (1) Yes, (3) No~ (3) I do not know. 
*Chi. Square P<.OS. 
Table 114 
The Number and Percentage of Students Hho Hould or \vould Not be More 
Likely to Use a Counseling Center Located in the Central Campus 
Than at t:he Health Center, Analyzed According to the 
Several Schools Within the University8 
-----------... --. 
--
Schools lb 2 3 N 
--- ·-·-· 
Total University 32% 44% 25% 555 
Colleg(! of the Pacific 38 37 25 257 
Raymond College 39 41 20 49 
Covell College 31 1~6 23 61 
Callison College 26 42 33 43 
Conservatory of Music 33 1~3 24 21 
School of Education 24 42 33 33 
School of Pharmacy 16 M 20 87 
SchC?_~_q_f__Enginee~J:.ng ____ __l?_. __ 29 35 17 
-------
aData compiled from Item 33 of the 1971 questionnai.re. 
bcolumns: (1) Yes, (2) No, (3) I do not knm,•. 
*Chi Square P < . OS. 
Chi. Square 
'fable 115 
How the Students vlho Had Registered at the Plaeement Off:i.\~e Rated 
the Servi.ce They Received in Finding a Job, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According t:o the Several 
Schools H'ithin the Universitya 
----
-----·--
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Schools lb 2 N Chl. Square 
----.. -
'rotal University 45% 55% 102 
College of the Pacif:tc 41 59 4l• 
Raymond College 29 71 7 
Covell College 32 68 19 
Callison College 29 71 7 
Ccmsm:vatory of Music 100 0 3 
School of Education C• 86 14 14 
School of Pharmaey 0 100 4 
~.21...2 f: EI}_g_:l;;!l_!;;_~j..E..8..__._ 50 50 '• ___ ... 4 ... , 19 .601~ __ .;.:;.: 
aData compiled from Item 35 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 116 
The Reasons Students Gave for Not Registering at the Placement 
Office, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools Within the Universitya 
. 
Schools lb 2 3 4 N Chi Square 
.. _____ 
·---.,----
•rotal University 31% 33% 20% 16% 495 
College of the Pacific 34 35 17 15 218 
Raymond College 30 37 15 17 46 
Covell College 33 43 9 15 46 
Callison College 3l~ 31 23 11 35 
Conservatory of Husic 17 39 35 9 23 
School of Education 53 26 11 11. 19 
School of Pharmacy 21 22 32 2l• 90 
Schoyl,_.£.Lfingin_ee !'J-...!!.8 __ _§ 31 38 23 13 
---
39.17* 
aData compi.led from Item 36 of the 1971 quest:tonnai:re. 
bcolumns: (1) Do not need this service yet, (2) Do not know 
about its services, (3) Plan to find my mm job, (lf) Already have post-
college plans. 
11Chi Square P < . 05. 
Table 117 
Hm.,r the Students Hho Attended Freshman Orientation Hould Rate the 
Help Received, Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the Universitya 
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p-------·-----·---------------~- ........ __ _ --·~--·---- ... ~-------~-------··---------
Schools 2 N Chi Square 
------------·----·---·-· 
Total University 67% 33% 250 
College of the Pacific 72 28 1.34 
Raymond College 56 44 25 
Covell College 50 50 40 
Callison College 69 31 13 
Conservatory of Nusic 92 8 12 
School of education 75 25 4 
School of Pharmacy 63 37 19 
School of Ennineering 60 40 5 12.05 ______ .t;~;. ______ .;J......... __________________________ _ 
anata C!otnpiled from Item 37 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns ~ (1) ll(-\lpful, (2) Not helpful. 
Table 118 
. Students 1 Recormnendations for the Future Concerning Freshman 
Orientation, Numbers and Percentages At1alyzed According 
to the Several Schools t\fithi.n the University8 
Schools 
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conservatory of Music 
School of Education 
School of Pharmacy 
-~-r.hoo LE_U'EJ3 .. ~~!:_9e ring __ 
--·-----------
-----· 
2 3 4 5 6 N 
-------------~ 
24% 11% 7% 13% 25% 21% 263 
28 12 7 10 26 18 138 
12 4 12 19 15 38 26 
16 9 7 14 35 19 43 
38 15 0 8 8 31 13 
29 14 7 7 29 14 14 
20 0 0 40 20 20 5 
22 17 11 17 22 11 18 
Chi Square 
33 0 0 17 17 33 6 29.29 _...;...;.. __________________ ~_..;;._ _ .;.;;....;~ 
aData compiled from Item 38 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) No change, (2) More days prior to school, 
(3) FeHer days prior to school, (lf) Neetings spread out during first 
4 to 6 weeks of sehool, (5) Regular eroup meetings 'o;rith advisor during 
the first semester, (6) None of the above. 
Table 119 
Hm-1 Students Hho Had Attended Freshman Or:i.entation Rated the Help 
Rece:l.ved from Student Counselon~, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to the Several Sehools 
Hithin the Un:l.versitya 
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-
Schools lb 2 N Chi Square 
---------------
Total University M% 36% 180 
College of the Pacific 71 29 11'7 
Raymond College 73 27 11 
Covell College 35 65 23 
Callison College 33 67 3 
Conservatory of Husic 50 so 10 
School of Education 100 0 2 
School of Pharmacy 56 
'"''+ 
9 
_[chool_~~U.Erineer:i.~ ______ §.Q __ 20 5 
anata compiled from Item 39 of the 1971 questj.onnaire. 
bcolumn.s: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful. 
*Chi Square P<.OS. 
Table 120 
15.43* 
How the Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation Rated Their 
Student Counsc.lors Hith Respect to Knowledge About University 
Policy and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages 
Analyzed According to the Several Sehools 
Hithin the Universitya 
·-- ------·---·---
- ··---··--
Schools 1b 2 N Chi Square 
--·--- ----·-----
Total University 80% 20% 176 
College of the Pacific 84 16 115 
Raymond College 70 30 10 
Covell College 50 50 22 
Callison College 67 33 3 
Conservatory of Husic 90 10 10 
School 
School 
School 
of Education 100 0 2 
of Pharmacy 78 22 9 
of ~~i.nee ~it:_g__ 100 0 4 
3 Data comp:i.led from Item 1}0 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Knm-1ledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
16.78* 
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Table 1.21 
The Students' Percept:i.ons of the Kinds of Relat:lonships the Resident 
Assistants llad uith the Students in the Residence Halls, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
----·---
___ e ____ ... 
Schools 
-~------~ 
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Schools H:lthin the UniversHya 
2 3 N Chi Square 
76% 21% 3% 340 
77 19 3 149 
77 20 2 44 
56 41 3 59 
91 9 0 33 
86 14 0 14 
78 22 0 9 
83 13 4 23 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conservatory of Music 
School of Education 
Sc:hool of Pharmacy 
Scho~J of E~inc;:_~ri_l:}_g_ 100 0 0 8 23.17 
---··---·-·-----------------
aData compiled from Item 41 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Positive (friendly), (2) Neutral, (3) Negative 
(not fr:f.endly) • 
Table:! 122 
HmY' the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants 'vith Respect to 
KnmvJ.edge About University Policy and Procedures, Numbers 
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools Hithin the University8 
---·--... ----------
------.. 
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
------
Total University 67% 9% 21~% 338 
College of the Pacific 66 9 25 148 
Raymond College 73 7 20 45 
Covell Coll."'~ge 52 14 34 58 
Callison College 88 0 13 32 
Conservatory of Music 50 0 50 1.4 
School of Education 78 0 22 9 
School of Pharmacy 1'• 17 9 23 
School_ of .J~ngin_E.eri.!!fl__ ____ §.8 0 13 8 
8 Data compiled from Item '•2 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumrw: (1) Knmvledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable, (3) No 
occas:lon to f:tnd out. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
Table 123 
How the Students Rated Thei.r Resident Assistants tvlth Respect to 
Helpfulness vlith Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Seyeral 
Schools Within the University8 
------ -==-::= -----··-- ===~---------
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Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
---~-----·· 
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conservatory of Hus:l.c 
School of Education 
School of Pharmacy 
School of E~r-2-E!'::...~!:'i ~~B._. __ _ 
33% 
30 
41 
28 
/~4 
21 
22 
48 
0 
5% 
6 
2 
7 
3 
0 
0 
9 
62 
64 
57 
65 
53 
79 
78 
43 
334 
146 
44 
57 
32 
ll• 
9 
23 
0 100 _ ___;:._ __ =. _____ _§__ ___ 16.54 
aData compiled from Item 43 of the 1971 quest:I.onnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to 
find out. 
Table 124 
How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to 
Helpfulness Hith Academic or School-Related Problems, 
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the. Several Schools t.Jithin the Universitya 
Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square 
Total University 19% l•% 77% 335 
College of thr~ Pacific 19 6 76 147 
Raymond College 27 5 68 44 
Covell College 11 5 84 57 
Callison College 22. 3 75 32 
Conservatory of Nusic 1'• 0 86 II. 
School of Education 0 0 100 9 
School of Pharmacy 35 0 65 23 
Scho<?.:._\_ oLEngi~£.~:!ng_ __ • 13 0 88 8 
aData compiled from Item '*4 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolu,nns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to 
find out, 
Table 125 
Hm-1 the Students Rated, Using a Five Point. Scale, Their Resident 
Assistants' Overall Effect:i.VI:~ness as Administrative 
Assistants and as Student Counselors, Numbers an 
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several 
Schools \Uthin the Un:l.versit/1 
204 
---~----------
------
Schools lb 2 3 
'• 
5 N Average Chi Square 
-··--- ----
Total University 7% 5% 20% 3lf% 3/f% 37lf 3.83 
College of the Pacific 8 4 18 32 38 167 3.87 
Raymond College 4 7 27 33 29 45 3.76 
Covell College 10 6 25 35 21• 63 3 • .57 
CalHson College 9 0 11 1.6 34 35 3. 97 
Conservatory of Nusic 0 7 36 36 21 14 3. 71 
School of: Education 0 0 27 36 36 11 4.09 
School of Pharmacy 7 7 10 3/+ 41 29 3.96 
School of_ EEJ2:2~~r:.:tnl~- 10 _____ _Q _ _]Q_ __ 29 l•O 10 3.80 21.08 
anata compiled from Item 45 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (l•) Good, 
(5) Excell.ent. 
Table 126 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Hhom the Students 
Hould Go for Help "lith Occupational-Vocational Problems, 
Analyzed According to the Several Schools 
\Vithin the Universitya 
Schools 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. 
Total University 4% 4% 17% 2% 4% 26% 3% 1% 19% 18% 757 
College of the Pacific 5 5 12 2. 5 27 5 1 19 19 32/_. 
Raymond College 0 1 20 1 7 8 1 1 30 19 73 
Covell College 5 3 36 3 2 23 3 1 12 21 92 
Callison College 6 2 22 2 8 19 0 0 19 13 53 
Conservatory of Hus:tc 0 6 6 3 3 29 3 0 39 10 31 
School of Education 5 9 12 0 0 42 0 0 16 16 43 
School of Pharmacy 
'• 3 21 1 3 3/• 2 0 16 17 111 SchQ.~.J. . .EL~neerin_g___i __ O _ _L___i 4 39 0 0 13 26 23 100.00-f: 
aData .compiled from Item '•6 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) High school person, (2) University administrator, 
(3) Student personnel dean, (I+) Head resident., (5) Resid<~nt assistant, 
(6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, 
(9) College teacher., (10) Other. 
*Chi Square P< .05. 
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Table 127 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Hhom the Students 
Hould Go for Help Hith Personal·-Sodal Problems, Analyzed 
According to the Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
---~---·---~·~------------.... --__,_ ... ______ .. 
-·--------~--·--· .... -~·------·--'- -~--·---· -------
Schools 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq. ___________ ,_ .._____ 
Total Un:tversity 3% 2% 11% 7% 1.2% 15% 18% 9% 17% 6% 519 
College of the Pacific l. 2 6 7 16 11 2.0 10 18 6 218 
Raymond College 0 0 17 4 19 2 21 6 31 0 48 
Covell College 3 2 21 11 5 23 16 7 2 10 61 
Callison College L• 2 2LI 2 13 15 7 4 2Lf 4 '•6 
Conservatory of Husic 11 0 4 0 11 11 22 11 26 4 27 
School of Education 0 15 4 0 7 26 19 15 7 7 27 
School of Pharmacy 3 1 10 10 7 24 15 1.1 llf 4 71 
Schoo l . .2.f_l~~g1:£.~_c:_rj.ng_Q 0 0 8 8 23 31 23 8 0 13 126 .07'1~ _________ .... .. ..... _ 
aData compiled fro~ Item 47 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
hcolumns: (1) High school person, (2) Universi.ty admi.nistrator, 
(3) Student personnel dean, (L•) Head resident, (5) Resident Assistant, 
(6) Faculty adv:i.sor, (7) CounseHng Center, (8) Religious advisor, 
(9) College teacher, (10) Other. 
~>Chi Squa:re P < . OS. 
Table 128 
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Hhom the Students 
Hould Go for He.lp with Aeademic Problems, Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools Within the Uni.versitya 
---·-4-
---- - -··--
Schools lb 2 3 
'• 
5 6 7 8 9 10 N Ch1. Sq • 
....... __________________ 
Total University 1% 3% 1.6% 1% 1% 47% 2% 0% 26% 1% 643 
College of the Pacific 1 4 13 1 1 45 4 1 28 1 282 
Raymond College 0 2 38 0 4 18 2 0 38 0 56 
Covell College 0 6 18 1 1 50 0 0 21 3 72 
Call:tson College 0 2 29 0 0 43 0 0 27 0 '•9 
Consnrva to17Y of Husic 
'• 
0 8 0 4 68 0 0 12 4 25 
School of Education 0 3 11 0 5 61. 0 0 21 0 38 
School of Pharmacy 1 2 13 4 1 57 1 0 20 1 96 
Sc.~hoo1 of EngJ~.~_rJ__ng 0 0 11 0 0 .58 0 0 32 0 1.9 93.81)~ __ .. _ ... 
--
aData compiled from Item 1+8 of the 1971 questionmdr.e. 
bcolumns: (1) High school person, (2) University administrator, 
(3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resi.dent, (5) Resident Assistant~ 
(6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, 
(9) College teacher, (10) Other. 
*Chi Square P<.OS. 
Table 129 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to l-nwm the 
Students Hould Go for Help with Occupational-Vocational 
Problems, Analy2ed According to the Several 
Schools Within the Univer.sitya 
-~---·----_......_...____ _ __ .. ______ . 
-~ .... _ .. ______ R ___ ,.~-----------· 
·-----
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Schools lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square 
----------·---·- ·------
Total University 38% '*% 10% 20% 28% 615 
College of the Pacific /10 4 7 23 25 274 
Raymond Colleg(~ 39 0 
'* 
19 39 54 
Covell College 38 ll 13 22 23 69 
Callison College 32 
'• 
4 20 '•0 50 
Conservatory of Husic 30 0 20 25 25 20 
School of Education 29 6 18 9 38 3'• 
School of Pharmacy 41 2 17 14 26 90 
Sch~L_Eng_in~~---...!2._ __ 6 ___ ].3 25 38 16 36.78 
-.. ----
aData compiled from Item '•9 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in 
an occupation, (4) A felloH· student, (5) Other. 
Table 130 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to Whom the 
Students Would Go for Help with Personal-Social Problems, 
Analyzed According to the Several Schools 
Within the Universitya 
-------
_ .... _______________ 
- ···--·--------- . 
Schools lb 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square 
--------
Total University 30% 4% 3% 40% 23% 604 
College of the Pacific 30 4 3 lf5 19 2'76 
Raymond College 16 0 2 47 35 51 
Covell College 38 5 8 32 18 66 
Callison College 29 4 2 31 35 49 
Conservatory of Music 38 10 0 33 19 21 
School of Education 26 3 9 29 314 35 
School of Pharmacy 36 6 1 33 24 85 
Schoo~_!~_g_:i.ne_e~- 7 7 0 60 27 15 q./~. 9 31( 
----
8 Data compiled from Item 50 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in 
an occupation, (4) A fello~., student, (5) Other. 
*Chi Square P < . 0 5. 
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Table 131 
Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to Hhom the 
Students Hould Go for Help '"ith Acaclemi.c Problems, Analyzed 
According to the Several Schools \Vithin the Universitya 
- -- -· 
Schools lb 2 3 4 .5 N Chi Square 
--- .... -~-----· 
Total University 34% 4% 7% 30% 25% 570 
College of the Pacific 37 5 7 28 2L~ 259 
Raymond College '•5 0 2 31 22 51 
Covell College 28 7 8 30 27 60 
Callison College 2'" _) 7 7 25 36 44 
Conservatory of Husi.c '•5 0 0 40 15 20 
School of Education 31 9 16 16 28 32 
School of Pharmac.y 25 4 7 40 25 85 
§cho o~?._f__~"iill_ine ~E.:LI}JL 14 0 0 l}3 43 14 
----
36.86 
---
aData compiled from Item 51 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bcolumns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in 
an occupation, (/-1) A fellmv student, (5) Other. 
Table 132 
The Frequency wJth 1fbich Students Have Felt the Need for Counseling or 
Advising, or Hished That They Could Get It, About Any Kind of 
Problem, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to 
the Several Schools Hithin the Universitya 
Schools 
Total University 
College of the Pacific 
Raymond College 
Covell College 
Callison College 
Conservatory of Husic 
School of Education 
School of Pharmacy 
-~c!_lpol ot_~~ginee d!_!g __ 
18% 
20 
21 
31 
14 
15 
7 
10 
6 
28% 
29 
19 
31 
31 
30 
21 
27 
24 
Chi Square __________ __, _____ _
42% 13% 
40 11 
44 15 
31 6 
31 24 
40 15 
50 21 
49 14 
53 18 
.;.__......;...;......_. 
580 
256 
52 
61-+ 
'•2 
20 
34 
88 
17 29 ~67 
8 Data compiled from Item 52 of the 1971 questionnaire. 
bco1umns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month), 
(2) Occasionally (6 to 10 times a year), (3) Seldom (up to 5 times a 
year), (/~) Not at all. 
APPENDIX F 
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(A report to the UniversH:y based upon the results of the f:Lrst 
questionnalre) 
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
---------
A Research Project 
Presented to 
the Faculty of the School of Education 
University of the Pacific 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
by 
Hmvard Owen Hardcastle 
February 19 71 
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PREFACE 
'l'his project \vas originally proposed and initiated by Earl H. 
Wright, ~·lho died in an airplane acddent March 11, 1970. To him goes 
the credit for the design of the instrument and the gathering of the 
data. 
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
INTRODUCTION 
211 
One of the demands loudly proclaimed by college students today 
is that they he given a greater voice in the. shaping of school policies 
and practices. No better example of this trend can be cited than the 
internationally famed 1965 student uprisings on the Berkeley campus of 
the University of California and subsequent similar uprisings on 
campuses across the nation and around the world. All have ln common one 
recurring theme: students feel the college does not knm.;r or care that 
they exist ar:.d they \.;rant to be heard; they insist on being given the 
right to be heard on matters dealing not only \·lith education but also 
with ever_.y· other aspect of life as well. 
Feeling that each department in a college should do what it can 
to br·eak this barrier between the school and its students, the late 
Earl \v. Hright 9 in the Spring of 1969, set out to develop, :ln the area 
of his specialty, an instrument whereby students could convey to college 
admi.nistrators, deans, counselors, and advisors, their anonymous con-
v:f.ctions concerning the counseling and advis:i.ng programs on their 
campuses. It "~<laS his feeling that a survey of student perceptions and 
opinions is perhaps the most effective means of finding out what the 
students think about existing practices and policies and that the most 
natural outcome of such a student evaluation would be not only in giving 
the students a feeling that ~vhat they think does matter but more 
importantly the college vrould be able to make changes :!.n its program 
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based on statistical data rather than on :I.ndividual Hhunches". 
A search of the literature reveals little material dealing with 
the evaluation of college or university counseling and advising 
programs. Rothney and Roens (1948), Cottle (1957), Rothney and Fanvell 
(1960), and Hetzler (1964), reporting on research accomplished to the 
date of their writing, concluded that there was general recognition of 
a need for evaluation of counseling and guidance services, but little 
evidence that tho need was being met. Metzler (1964) says that 
"research to determine the effectiveness of guidance programs and 
counseling have made only minimal contributions and have proven to be of 
little value to existing programs." 
Walter. J...ee (1969), reviewing the evaluation and research sectton 
j.n ten recently published guidance textbooks, finds a common a.eree.ment 
among authors of the extreme difficulty one encounters in trying to 
evaluate~ guidance programs. Lee maintains, however, that if the 
guidance specialist is to remain a unique and necessary professional 
mer.!lbe·,r of the school staff, then "the techniques and applications of 
program evaluation must become clear, sharp, and prec:ise. 11 
After surveying the literature on evaluation one wonders how 
counseling and guidance programs have continued to multiply over the 
past fifty years. There is very little evidence that these programs 
exist on much more than faith and reason, certainly not by empirical 
evidence. 
A study to gather some empirical evidence was undertaken. at the 
University of the Pacific to see just what, other than fa:I.th and reason 
should go into a counseling and advising progrr~.m. Even though the 
university has had very little trouble in terms of student unrest, and 
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even though administrators felt the counseling and advising p~ogram was 
reasonably effective, they wanted to knm.,r just how effective. The 
results, as this study \vill reveal, showed not only hm..r effective the 
program is but it also showed what possibly could he one of the reasons 
\..rhy student unrest has been almost non-existant on this campus. 
After the questi.onnaire had been devised, it was administered to 
a stratified random sample of the undergraduate students of the Stockton 
campus of the University of the Pacific during the Spring Semester of 
1969. Questionnaires were distributed to 1015 students or 45 percent of 
the total student population. To be able to pinpoint areas of strengths 
and weaknesses, and to better understand needs and interests of various 
groups~ the results \·7ere demographically categorized as follm..rs: 
1. UaJ.e and Female, 
2. L:i.beral Arts (College of the Pacific) and Professional 
Schools (Conservatory of Music.~ School of Education, School 
of Pha.rmac.y~ and School of Engineering), 
3. Upper Classrnen and Lov1er Class men, 
t._ Upper G .. P.A. (2.6 or above) and Lo-v1er G.P.A• (belmv 2.6), 
5. Type of Housing: Sorority-Fraternity, Cluster Dorm:i.tory, 
Other Dormitory, Off-Campus, 
6. Family Type: Type 1 (parents are living together, father or 
mother is a college graduate, and the father is employed in 
a professional, t~chnical, ~r managerial capacity) and 
Type 2 (all others), 
7. Perception of High School Counseling: Good (students Hho 
rated as helpful eounseling received in at least two of the 
follm..ring areas: college plans, personal-social problems, 
occupational-vocational) and Poor (all others). 
Statistical significance of tabulated data. vms obtained by 
applying a s:lmple chi square test to each of the cat~gories into ~.,rhich 
the questions were divided and w·ere accepted at the .05 level. 
Of the 1015 questionnaires distributed~ 651 vrere returned. 
These consisted of 45 percent men and 55 percent women; 60 percent 
l:!.beral arts and /10 percent professj_onal students; 64 pf~rcent upper 
division and 36 percent lm..rer divlsion; 64 percent upper C.P.A. and 
36 percent lmver G. P .A.; 22 percent soror:!.ty-fraternity, 29 percent 
cluster dormi.tory, 37 percent regular dormitory and 10 percent off-
campus students. 
The tabulated data revealed that 72 percent of the students had 
sought counseling and advisi.ng concerning occupational-vocational 
problems. The statistical data suggests that significantly more women 
sought help than did men, more professional school students than liberal 
arts, more upper classmen students than lovrer classmen, and more 
sorority-fraternity students than regular dormitory students. The 
highest group seeking help was sorority-fraternity uHh 84 percent and 
the lowest: group was cluster dormitory students >Vith 53 percent. Of 
this group of students w·ho had sought occupati.onnl-vocational counseling, 
nearly two-·thir.ds judged it to be helpful. The h:i.ghest groups judging 
it to be helpful \vere the off-campus students (i'8%) and the professional 
students (71%). The lowest group judging it to be helpful ~vere the 
liberal arts students (52%) and the regular dormitory students (55%). 
Seeking help concerning social~·pcrsonal problems were 31 percent 
of the sample, \vith sororHy-fraternity (22%), off-campus (23%), and men 
(28%) see.king help the least and ~vomen (34%) seeking help the most. Of 
those who sought this kind of help, slightly more than t~,ro-thirds 'tvere 
sat:l.sfied. Soror:l.ty-fraternity students (46%) and the men (54%) were 
the least satisfied; 't•lhereas, the regular dormitory students (72%) and 
the women (76%) ~.;ere the most satisfied with help received. 
HmoJ Students See Their Advisors 
-..n.---------·11---------~--
Eighty-six percent of the students had seen their advisors at 
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times other than at registration and of this group 8l~ percent said they 
were easily available, ~Yith men, upper. classmen students, cluster 
dormitory students, and off-campus students being signHicantly above 
th:f.s average and their counter parts bei.ng beloH· this average. Of those 
who had seen their advisors at times other than at registration, 
93 percent said they 1~ere friendly. Of interest :f.s the fact that 
significantly more upper G.P.A. students considered their advisors to be 
friendly than did lower G.P.A. students. Hor.e upper classmen, sorority-
fraternity, cluster and off·-campus students found their advisors to be 
knov1ledgeable than did the others. The sample average for knowledge-
ability fm:: advisors vms 82 percent. 
Sixty-five percent had sought their advisors' help concerning 
choice of major, occupation, or career and of this group over t\vo-thirds 
were sat:i.sfied with th(~ help received. Of the 16 percent v1ho had sought 
help -with social or personal problems, almost two-thirds considered it 
helpful; and of the !~3 percent v1ho had sought their advisors 1 help •~ith 
academic or school-related problems, nearly three-fourths considered 
it helpful. 
Jhe c~~!l:!:.£f.L.S!.~~!. 
In response to a question asking the students to rate the 
services received at the Counseling Center 90 percent had not gone to 
the Center, but of those w·ho had, four-fifths rated the services 
received as helpful. Of the 31 percent w·ho had heard others comment 
upon the Counseling Center, nearly three-fourths reported favorable 
comments, 'l11e reason given most: often for not using the services of the 
Counseling Center •~as 11haven't felt the need" (49%); hm~ever, close to 
this percentage \~as 11no knm~ledge of the Center (36%). F:tfteen percent 
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had 'vorked out their mvn problems, 8 percent had found help from an 
adv:l.sor or a teacher, and 6 percent had found help from a fellow student. 
Not all groups of students were equally unaware of the services 
available at the Counseling Center. Lower G.P.A.~ lower classmen, 
sorority-fraternity, and n~gular dormitory students were significantly 
less knowledgeable of the servi.ces available at the Counseling Center 
than Here the upper classmen, cluster dormitory, and off-campus 
students. The percentages for those having no knO\vledge of the Center 
ranged from 28 percent to 45 percent. 
To the question asking students to tell what kinds of problems, 
according to their understanding, the Counseling Center was set up to 
handle~ most of them said that they did not knmv. The others marked 
ansHe.rs ln rtl.Je following descending order: 37 percent personal-social, 
3l~ percertt emotional~·mcmtal, 15 percent occupational-vocational, and 
14 perc.ent academic. 
Placement Off:tce 
111e data revealed that 19 percent of those responding to the 
questionnaire had registered at the Placement Office. Of this group 
57 percent considered the service received to be helpful, but ~vi thin 
th:l.s latter group regular dormitory students (64%) felt they were better 
served than off·-campus students (1~3%), and family Type 2 students (70%) 
than family Type 1 stuJen.ts (40%). 
Given most frequently as the reason for not regist<.~ring at the 
Placement Office was "don't need this serviee yet" (40%). Twenty-one 
percent did not knO\v about the service, 18 percent planned t.o find their 
mvn jobs, and 18 percent had already made post·-college plans. 
Responding to the inquiry about post"·college plans were 48 per.eent 
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planning to go to graduate school, 28 percent planning to find a job, 
and 16 percent uncertain. S:i.x percent of the men were planning to go 
into the military and 4 percent of the women were planning on being 
housewives. 
That which impresses students most about HOP's program is the 
elose faculty·-student relationship and the excellent group of advisors 
described variously as knowledgeable, competent, helpful, personable, 
friendly, understanding, easily available, and a variety of other 
positive statements. In fact, in answer to the open ended quest::l.on, 
"What have you liked best about the counsel:i.ng or advising program, 11 
56 percent chose to make a favorable comment about the faculty 
personnel. 1\Jleve percent made favorable· comments about other aspects 
of the. progrmn; 21+ pereent either had no need for the program, had not 
used it, did not knm.; about it, or had nothing to say; and 14 percent 
made negative comments about it, the biggest complaj_nt concern1.ng 
uninformed, unavailable, or uninterested advisors. 
In aumver to an open ended quest:i.on asking for suggestions for 
improving the counseling and adv:tsing program, one··third ~vere concerned 
about having a better informed counsel:Lng-advising staff, particularly 
concerning graduation requirements both \vi tld.n and outs1.de their mvn 
areas. A sizeable number appealed for better communication between 
administration, advisors, and studentB concc~rning new programs and 
requJ.rements. Other suggestions Here variously divlded as follmvs: 
1. Hore publicity should be given to services available. 
2. Advisors should spend more ti.rne vlith the:l.r advisees. 
3. Advisors should demonstrate more of a ~villingness to help 
advisees. 
l1-. F.ull-·time counselors and advisors should be available. 
DISCUSSION 
Results of this study indicates that the students in general 
218 
have a fair.ly positive opin:i.on of the counseling and advising program of 
the University, the strongest feature being the friendly interest 'tlhich 
large numbers of advisors take in their a.dvisees. In the absence of 
empirical data against which to compare, it is difficult to knmv whether 
or not better results should be expected. Apparently, however, advisors 
are. much more ~villing than they are capable as evidenced by the 
93 percent rating for friendliness as compared to the 82 percent for 
kno"i.;rlc~dgeability about acadernic policy, the 73 percent for helpfulness 
'"ith school-related or academic problems, the 68 percent for helpfulness 
with personal-social matters. H:i.th respect to the last t\vo percentage 
figures quoted above, perhaps better results for advisors cannot be 
expected, but in areas dealing with academic matters :l.t '"auld seem 
reasonable t:o expect a better percentage rating than 82 percent or 
73 percent, especially for Universlty faculty personnel. 
It :ls remarkable that only 10 percent of the students of the 
university had been to the Counseling Center at all for any kind of 
help. It ~·7ould not be fair to the Counseling Center to attempt to 
evaluate lts effectiveness on the basis of a sample of only 50 students, 
yet it is of :!.nterest to note that over four-fifths of those who went to 
the Center felt they had been helped. Of those ~to had gone, some felt 
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the staff vms overworked. There seemed to be much confusion among 
students as to exactly what kinds of problems the Center was set up to 
handle. These data probably explain the reason why 16 percent of the 
students listed as their number one suggestion for improvement, the 
publicizing of services available. 
The Placement Office 
Not much can be said about the'Placement Office in the absence 
of a criterion against which to measure the data. The 57 percent who 
considered services received as helpful might be all that can be 
expected although it may lead one to ~.;onder, especially in view of the 
fact that the rating w·as derived from only 19 percent of the population 
\vho had registered at the Placement Office. In other words, approxi-
mately 10 percr~nt of the population had. been helped by the Placement 
Offi(!e. The expression by 21 percent of the students who said they did 
not knovl about its services should indicate a need for better publid.ty 
for the Office, particularly among off-campus students where the 
percentage figure is 28. 
CQl\fNENDATIONS AND RECOH~1ENDATIONS 
As a result of this study the follot-ring commendations and 
recommendations are made: 
1. Corw:ldedn!j the fact that at least 90 pe1:cent of the 
counseling and advising is being done by faculty advi.sors who are for 
the most part full-time classroom instructors, the te~mlts are 
commendable if not excellent. · 
2. A ereat majorlty of the students feel that their advisors 
are fr:lendly, approachable, accessible, and knowledgeable. 
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3. Because large numbers of students (at least one-third feel 
that their advisors are not as informed as they should be about academic 
matters, it is recommended that a panel of advisors be formed to 
consider ways to improve this information gap. 
4. Because a large number of students (16%) have expressed a 
desire to knmv more about the. c.ounseling and advising program (includ:Lng 
the Counseling Center and the Placement Office), it is reconunended that 
the Student Personnel Office make special effort to publicize these 
servic.es in sueh a \va.y that every student ~1ill know about them. 
5. In vie~T of the fact that 9 percent of the student population 
expressed the \vish that more full-time counselors and advisors 'vere 
available and in vie1v of the fact that almost one-third (one-half in the 
liberal arts sehool) :rated the counseling and advj_s:f.ng services as not 
helpful in the areas of vocational-occupational and social-personal 
problems~ it :ts recommended that the Ur~ivers1.ty consider ways in which 
these kinds of serviees can be improved and expanded. 
6. Because lower classmen students generally view their 
advisors as less easy to get appointments 'v:f.tht less friendly, less 
knmv-ledgeable about academtc policy, and less helpful ''"i th problems 
concerning choice of major, occupation, or career, it is recommended that, 
a. advisors for lmver classmen students be especially 
chosen and trained for their 'vork, 
b. that lm1er classmen students (especially freshmen) be 
invited by thei.r adv.i.sors to meet them at times other 
than at resistration, and 
c. that steps be taken to provide better occupational-
vocational counseling for them than what they are. 
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presently 1·cceiv:I.ng. 
7. Because of the importance of keep:f.ng advisors and counselors 
informed and of gi.vi.ng them opportunity to express their views and ask 
questions, it is recommended that adnrl.nistrative officials conduct 
periodic ~-Jorkshop-type, in-service training sessions to d:l.scuss 
procedures, policy, changes, and projected changes. 
8. Considering the fact that it is virtually impossible to get 
all advisors and counselors together for in-service training sessions, 
and because of the importance of having everyone aware of policiea and 
procedures~ it is recommended that careful attention be given to the 
preparation and yearly revision of a complete advisor-counselor handbook 
to be distributed to all members of the faculty~ all dormitory 
personnel~ and anyone else ~.rho may have an advisor---advisee relationship 
vli th students • 
SU}frlARY AND CONC"'LUSION 
At the beginning of this study it was stated that one of the 
purposes of this study ~·ms to develop an instrument whereby college 
students could anonymously express their convictions concerning the 
counseling and advising program of thei.r school, and that ~vith these 
data college faculties could set about making improvements in their 
programs based on solid evidence rather than on hunches or feelings. 
The instrument was devised and administered to the undergraduate 
students of the UnJ.vers:l.ty of the Pacific) Stockton Campus. 'fhe results 
showed that, in general, students have a fairly positive opinion of the 
work being done by the advisors and counselors on this campus. In the 
absence of criteria against which to measure, it is difficult to say 
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just how pos:i.tive this opinion i.s. That which pleased the great 
majority of students most was the close student-faculty relationship and 
advisors who were friendly, interested, knowledgeable, and accessible. 
This fact may be one of the big reasons why the university has 
experienced so little unrest. 
Although not severe, some areas of ,.,eakness \vere revealed. 
Students expressed confusion as to just what services ,.,ere available. 
Many had no knowledge of the Counseling Center or of the Placement 
Office. Besides the need for publicizing better :l.ts counsBlJ.ng and 
advising services, perhaps the two greatest needs pointed out by this 
stutly is the need for an expansion and improvement of the occupational-
voce.tioual guidance program and the need for a better informed cadre of 
academic advisors. 
It is not believed by the author of this article that the 
instrument i.s one ~vhi.ch can be used j.n its present form on all campuses, 
but rather is one which can be used as a model to build an instrument to 
fit the campus being studied. A follmv-up study of the same campus is 
presently being planned to see what changes, if any, have taken place 
during the past t1vo years and to give the University replicated evidence 
upon ~·lhich. to base any program changes l\7hich may come about as a result 
of this study. 
) 
/ 
APPENDIX* 
(A compilation of the data obtained from Questions 51, 52, 53) 
~tThis material was include.d as a part of the report to the 
Univers:l.ty after the 1969 questionnaire. 
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QUESTIONS 51, 52, 53 
J:~l~t:f.on 
Questions 5ls 52, 53» asked the students to name the UOP 
advisors who had been most helpful in three areas (occupational-
vocat:i.onal ~ academic, and personal-social) and to rate this help on a 
scale of from 1 to 5 (poor to very helpful) • Advisors ltTho w·ere helpful 
with occupational problems were named by lf06 students; 420 named 
advisors >.,rho '"ere helpful with academic problems; and 164 named advisors 
who helped them with personal or social problems. For the purpose of 
this report only advisors w·ho w·ere mentioned five or more times are 
included for questions 51 and 52, and three or more times for question 
53. Code numbers instead of names of advisors are used in thi.s report. 
Only the De.an of Students of the Un:tversity has the key to the code. 
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QUESTION 51 
RATING 017 ACADENIC ADVISORS ~-JITII OCCUPATIONAL-VOCATIONAL PROBLEMS 
Name the UOP advtsor w'110 has helped you most ~v1.th your occupational-
vocational problems or decisions·-------------------~ 
Rate this help by putting a check mark on the line belmv. 
1 2 3 '• 5 ------·--·-~---·--·------- ...... ---...----------·-.. -------· ..---Poor Average Very helpful 
ADVISORS }fENTIONED FIVE OR MORE TU1ES FOR HELPING WITH OCCUPATIONAL-
VOCATIONAL PROBLEHS LISTED IN DESCENDING ORDER OF: 
FREQUENCY OF HENTION 
B-·2 
H-8 
K-5 
H-·10 
D-·7 
N·-1 
H·-7 
K-l• 
C··2 
Y~-1 
G-3 
D·~9 
L-l• 
N-17 
R-13 
s-~2 
N-1.4 
A-2 
G-2 
H-2 
K-3 
R-1 
B-5 
D-2 
F-3 
n~-1 
K·-2 
R-9 
S·-11 
B-·10 
C-5 
G-·5 
G-6 
H--5 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
13 
12 
12 
11 
11 
10 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4.60 
4.25 
4.90 
4.35 
4.10 
3.90 
4.55 
3.78 
2.80 
2.70 
2."15 
3.60 
3 ·'•0 
3.65 
3.50 
'•. 25 
4.28 
'•.03 
3.85 
3.57 
'•. 30 
4.15 
4.50 
3.10 
4.20 
4.75 
3.65 
3.25 
1.82 
3.33 
3.33 
3.36 
2.90 
4.65 
STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING 
K-5 
H·-1 
lv-5 
B·-2 
H·-7 
B-5 
M-10 
K-3 
11-14 
H-8 
s-2 
F-3 
R-1 
D-7 
A-2 
N-1 
G-2 
K-4 
M-17 
K-2 
D-9 
H-2 
R-13 
L-4 
G-5 
B-10 
C-5 
R-8 
D-2 
H-6 
C-2 
C-3 
Y-1 
s-11 
'•· 90 
4.75 
~~ .65 
4.60 
4.55 
'• .so 
t •• 35 
4.30 
~~. 28 
4.25 
'• .25 
lt. 20 
4.15 
4.10 
'• .03 
3.90 
3.85 
3.78 
3.65 
3.65 
3.60 
3.57 
3.50 
3.40 
3.36 
3.33 
3.33 
3.25 
3.10 
2.90 
2.80 
2.75 
2.70 
1.82 
15 
6 
5 
17 
12. 
6 
14 
7 
8 
16 
9 
6 
7 
13 
7 
13 
7 
12 
9 
6 
9 
7 
9 
9 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
11 
10 
11 
6 
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QUESTION 52 
RATING OF ACADEHIC ADVISORS lVITH ACADEMIC PROBLEMS 
Name the UOP advisor who has helped you most with your academic problems 
or de.cisiom3. 
Rate this help by put tinf-;,-;checl~-;;rk ~n-tlle-·Hrie belm.,. 
1 
Poor 
2 3 
---------·---------·--Average 
Tabulation of Results: 
5 
Very helpful 
ADVISORS HENTIONED FIVE OR l'lORE TIMES FOR HELPING HI11I ACADEHIC PROBLEHS 
LISTED IN DESCENDING OIWER OF: 
FREQUENCY OF MENTION 
B-2 
H-·8 
M-17 
D-7 
G·-2 
Y-·1 
A-2 
M-10 
C-3 
K-3 
N-1 
L--4 
R-1 
C-2 
K-2 
K-lf 
S-2 
B-5 
D-2 
D-·9 
IF-·3 
H-2 
H-6 
H-7 
K-5 
M-14 
R-9 
H-·2 
C-·5 
D-3 
G-5 
ll·-1 
L-1 
H-5 
R-·8 
17 
llf 
14 
13 
12 
12 
11 
11 
lO 
10 
10 
9 
9 
8 
8 
l 8 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
lh00 
3.90 
1 •• 30 
3. 7'• 
If. 0!1 
3.05 
3.85 
lf, 35 
2.80 
If. 40 
3.80 
3.90 
3.50 
3 ,lf0 
3.75 
'•. 30 
4.70 
3.95 
3.50 
3.40 
4.10 
3.57 
3.1+0 
4.70 
l1 .62 
4.60 
4.00 
4.25 
3.60 
If ,00 
2.90 
lf, 40 
3.30 
/f,40 
2.66 
STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING 
H-7 
S-2 
K-5 
M-1/f 
H-1 
K-3 
H-5 
H-10 
K-./; 
M-17 
H-2 
F-3 
G-2 
B-2 
D-3 
R-9 
B-5 
H-8 
L-4 
A-2 
N-1 
K-2 
D-7 
C·-5 
H-2 
D-2 
R-1 
C-2 
D-9 
II-6 
L-1 
Y-·1 
G-5 
C-3 
R·-8 
4.70 
4.70 
4.62 
If. 60 
4.40 
4 ,LfO 
4.40 
4.35 
4.30 
4.30 
l1, 25 
4.10 
'• .04 
4.00 
4.00 
4.00 
3.95 
3. 90 
3.90 
3.85 
3.80 
3.75 
3.74 
3.60 
3.57 
3.50 
3.50 
3 ,lfO 
3.40 
3 .lf0 
3.30 
3.05 
2.90 
2.80 
2.66 
7 
8 
7 
7 
5 
1.0 
5 
11 
8 
14 
6 
7 
12 
17 
5 
5 
7 
14 
9 
11 
10 
8 
13 
5 
7 
7 
9 
8 
7 
7 
5 
12 
5 
10 
5 
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QUESTION 53 
RATING OF ACADEHIC ADVISORS HITH PERSONAL-SOCIAL PROBLEHS 
Name the UOP advisor who has helped you most ~vith your personal-social 
problems.--------·-------------·--·· 
&"tte thls help by putting a check mark on the line below, 
1 2 
-----------·--·---
3 4 5 --------~---·------·-Poor Average Very helpful 
Tabulati.ons of Results: 
ADVISORS NENTIONED THREE OR MORE THIES FOR HELPING ~VITH PERSONAL-SOCIAL 
PROBLEHS LISTED IN DESCENDING ORDER OF: 
FREQUENCY OF HENTION STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING 
Adv!~.I.. J::E.~g~~X. ~ating AdvisoE .. !>at ing_ F,regueE_~l. 
H··'• 11 4 ·'•9 lv-2 I •• 90 3 
K-5 10 '•. 7.5 I-J-3 I{, 79 3 
H-5 10 4.36 K-5 lh 75 10 
D-3 7 4.32 E-2 4.65 3 
H···3 7 4.58 M-3 4.58 7 
D--7 5 2.75 H···7 4.50 5 
ll-7 5 It .50 F-2 4.50 4 
B-·2 4 4.25 0-·2 If. 50 4 
H-J. lf 4.00 M-1• .4. lf9 11 
F-2 
'• 4.50 H-5 4.36 10 0-2 4 4.50 D-3 4.32 7 
H-8 3 4 • .30 H-8 4.30 3 
N-J.If 3 3.85 B-2 4.25 4 
N-1 3 3.06 H-1 If .00 It 
R-9 3 4.00 R-9 If .oo .3 
E-2 3 4.65 N-1 3.95 3 
N-·2 3 3.95 M-14 3.85 3 
\-J-3 3 4.79 N-1 3.06 3 
H-2 3 4.90 D-7 2.75 5 
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ADVISORS 
Questions 51, 52, 53 
COMPARATIVE LIST OF RATINGS OF ADVISORS 
MENTIONED FIVE OR HOim THIES CONCERNING HELP HITH THREE 'lYPES OF PROBLmrs 
(Rating: l=Poor; 5=Very Helpful) 
ACADEHIC OCCUPATIONAL PERSONAL 
---~- -------- ----
Advisor FE_q!!E.Y Rat_ing_ £'EJney_ R<;!-~:f.n_£ !rqpcy _Ra_t;..~:E-8. f..ver~ 
A-2 11 3.85 7 4.03 1 3.00 3.87 
B-2 17 4.00 17 4.60 4 4.25 '• .29 
H-4 4 4 ·'·0 4 '• .10 4.25 
B-5 7 3.95 6 4.50 2 4.90 4.31 
B-6 3 4.50 3 4.50 4.50 
B-7 1 4.00 1 5.00 3 ,., • 75 4.65 
B-9 2 3.75 3 4.55 4.23 
B-10 4 3.25 5 3.33 2 '• .50 3.51 
B-12 2 4.90 2 4.90 1 5.00 '• .92 
c-~2 8 3.40 11 2.80 1 3.00 3.05 
C·-3 10 2.80 10 2.75 2 2.50 2.75 
C-l1 4 2.75 3 1+, 35 1 1.00 3.13 
C-·5 5 3.60 5 3.33 1 3.00 3.42 
D-2. 7 3.50 6 3.10 3.32 
D-3 5 l~ .00 1 5.00 7 4.32 •L2.5 
D-7 13 3. 71+ 13 4.10 5 2.75 3.73 
D-9 7 3.40 9 3.60 3.51 
D-10 3 3.33 4 3.76 2 3.00 3 ·'•5 
F-3 7 4.10 6 t •• 2o 1 2.20 4.86 
G-1 4 3.20 2 2.50 2 1.00 2.48 
G-2 12 4 .01+ 7 3.85 1 4.00 3.97 
G-3 3 3.94 1 4.20 2 3.60 3.87 
G-5 5 2.90 5 3.36 3.13 
G-8 2 4.50 2 4.50 1 5.00 4.60 
H-1 5 4.40 6 4.75 4 '~ .oo 4 .1+3 
H-2 7 3.57 7 3.57 2 2.60 3.1+5 
H-3 
'• 
3.90 4 3.90 3.90 
H-5 3 '•. 33 1 4.00 2 4.25 4.25 
H-6 7 3.40 5 2.90 3.19 
H-7 7 4.70 12 4.55 5 4.50 4.58 
H-8 H 3.90 16 4.25 3 '•. 30 4.11 
K-2 8 3.75 6 3.65 1 3.00 3.66 
K-3 10 l~o40 7 '•. 30 1 2.00 4.23 
K-·4 8 4.30 12 3.78 l 3.20 3.95 
K-5 15 3.90 7 l •• 62 10 1-~,. 75 4.80 
K-6 3 3.50 2 2.00 1 4.50 3.17 
229 
Questions 51, 52, 53 (Continued) 
ACADEMIC OCCUPATIONAL PERSONAL 
---- --·---
Advisor f.rg_n_Sl_ Rating_ £rq~cy B!lt~ .J~r_9.ES::Y A~ t in_g_ Av~~ 
-·--·---
L-1 ,. J 3.30 4 3.20 1 3.00 3.23 
L-2 3 4.33 2 4.50 2 t,.5o 4.42 
L-lt 9 3.90 9 3,1-10 1 4.80 3. 71 
M-1 2 5.00 1 5.00 2 I+ .00 If .60 
H-3 2 I, .10 7 4.58 4.47 
H-l, 1 5.00 4 3.75 11 4.49 t,, 34 
H-5 5 1,, 1+0 4 4.80 4.58 
M-10 11 4.35 14 4.35 2 2.00 4.18 
H·-11 4 ~~ .25 3 3.50 3.93 
N-13 4 I+. 20 9 3.50 1 3.00 3.66 
H-1l1 7 4.60 8 4.28 3 . 3.85 4.33 
M-15 2 4.75 ,, 3.75 1 5.00 4.21 
l'I-17 14 4.30 9 3.65 1 2.00 3.96 
H-lf3 3 3.08 2 3.10 3.08 
N-1 10 3.80 13 3.90 3 3.06 3.76 
N-·3 4 4.110 3 ,, .16 1 4.00 4.26 
P--7 3 4.25 2 ''·50 4.35 
R-1 9 3.50 7 4.15 3.78 
R·-/.1 4 t.,, 75 3 5.00 1 5.00 4.88 
R-6 3 3.33 3 3.33 1 3.00 3.28 
R·-7 3 5.00 1 4.00 2 5.00 l,, 83 
R-8 5 2.66 6 3.25 2.98 
R-9 7 t.,,oo 3 1,, 00 3 4.00 4.00 
R-10 4 1,, 75 1 5.00 4.80 
S-1 1 4.00 2. 3.25 2 5.00 1,.10 
S-2 8 1,, 70 9 1+,25 4 ·'•6 
S-11 3 2.85 6 1.82 2.16 
V-1 l, 4 .1+5 4 4.90 1 3.00 4.49 
lv-1. l~ 3.80 3 2.30 1 1.00 2.89 
w--2 4 4.65 6 4.25 3 4.90 4.52 
lv-5 3 4.75 5 4.65 10 4.36 4.33 
W-6 3 3.16 3 3.74 1 s.oo 3.67 
Y-1 12 3.05 11 2.70 1 1.10 2.80 
N=399 366 132 
Average= 3. 93 4.10 3.95 3.96 
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